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INTRODUCTION 

This  handbook  provides  guidance  to  staff  and  management  on  implementing 
and  complying  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  (40  CFR  1500). 

This  handbook  is  effective  as  of  September  1,  1981.  Periodic  updates  will 
be  made.  These  updates  will  be  forwarded  to  all  Districts  and  detached 
Area  Offices. 

Many  headings  in  this  document  can  be  cross-referenced  with  the  CEQ 
regulations  by  using  the  index  to  those  regulations. 
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CER  Categorical  Exclusion  Record 

CEQ  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

CFR  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
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DR  Decision  Record  (EAs) 

EA  Environmental  Assessment 
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e.g. 

EIS  (DEIS,  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Draft,  Final) 

FEIS) 

EPA  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

FONSI  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 
i.e. 

IM  Instruction  Memorandum 

MFP  Management  Framework  Plan 

MOU  Memorandum  of  Understanding 

NEPA  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
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OEPR  Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review  (Department  of  the 
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OPIEC  Office  of  Planning,  Inventory,  and  Environmental 
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USDI  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

WO  Washington  Office  (BLM) 


A.  POLICIES 


Section  I: 
POLICIES  AND  RESPONSIBILITIES 

POLICIES 


1.  Actions  to  be  Analyzed 

A  systematic,  interdisciplinary 
analysis  must  be  completed  on  every 
discretionary  action  before  a 
decision  is  recorded,  except  for 
categorically  excluded  actions  and 
where  previous  analyses  make 
additional  analysis  unnecessary 
(see  3,  below). 

2.  Degree  of  Documentation 

The  degree  of  documentation  is 
determined  by  the  manager 
responsible  for  the  action,  based 
on  complexity  of  issues  and  the 
intensity  needed  to  fully  analyze 
the  impacts. 

3.  Reduction  of  Effort 

The  total  number  and  length  of 
individual  environmental  analyses 
should  be  reduced  through 
aggregation  of  actions,  basing 
decisions  on  prior  documentation, 
combining  environmental  and 
planning  documents,  and  referencing 
other  environmental  documents. 

A.   Mandatory  Items 

The  following  items,  must  be 
considered  during  the  analysis 
process : 

Threatened  or  endangered 

species; 

Floodplains  and  wetlands; 

Wilderness  values; 

Areas  of  critical 

environmental  concern  (ACECs); 

Visual  resource  (quantity  and 

quality); 

Water  quality  and  quantity; 

Air  quality,  and; 

Cultural  or  historical 

resource  values. 


Actions  Analyzed 


Documen tat ion 


Effort 


Mandatory  Items 
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POLICIES 


Mandatory  Items 


only  those  items  which  are  or  could 
be  impacted  require  discussion  in 
the  document.  A  negative 
declaration  is  required  in  the 
document  for  these  items  which  will 
not  be  impacted  only  when  the  size, 
location,  or  nature  of  the  proposal 
makes  it  reasonable  to  assume  that 
these  items  might  be  impacted,  or 
when  a  high  level  of  controversy  is 
expected. 


Planning  System 


5.   Correlation  with  Bureau  Planning 
System* 

The  CEQ  regulations  (CFR  1500)  and 
the  Bureau's  Planning  regulations 
(CFR  1600)  require  an  integrated 
effort  between  environmental 
analysis  and  the  planning  process 
to  avoid  duplication  and  to  provide 
a  clear,  logical  progression  from 
planning  through  accomplishment. 

a.  Integration  of  the  two  systems 

This  integration  may  take  any 
of  the  following  forms: 

Direct  interchange  of 
data  between  planning  and 
environmental  components; 

Common  use  of  data, 
analyses  or  decisions 
through  referencing; 

Common  identification  of 
issues  and  alternatives; 

Common  points  and 
purposes  of  public 
involvement;  or 
Monitoring  commitments 
and  data. 

b.  Data  Interchange 

The  following  types  of 
information  should  be 
considered  for  interchange 
between  the  planning  and 
environmental  analysis 
processes : 
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Planning  Documents  (MFP) 

URA,  Step  4 
Opportunities 
MFP,  Steps  1  and  2 
Recommendations 

URA,  Step  2 
Physical  Profile 
URA,  Step  3 
Existing  Situation 

Social  Economic 
Profile  (SEP) 
Planning  Area 
Analysis  (PAA) 

Public  Participation 

MFP,  Step  1 
Recommendation 

MFP,  Step  2 
Conflict  Analysis 


MFP,  Step  3 
Multiple  Use  Analysis 

MFP,  Step  3 
Decision 


POLICIES 
Environmental  Document     Planning  Document  (RMP) 


Description  of  Proposed 
Action  and  Alternatives 


Description  of 
Affected  Environment 


Social  Data,  Economic 
Data,  Social  Needs  and 
Values 


Public  Input,  Scoping 
Meetings,  Issues  Identi- 
fication 


Impact  Analysis, 
Determination  of 
Significance,  Resource 
Thresholds,  Cumulative 
Impacts 


Decision  Record,  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact 
(FONSI)  Record  of  Decision 
(EIS) 


Alternative 
Development 
(1601.5-5) 


Mgt.  Situation 
Analysis  (1601.5-4) 


Mgt.  Situation 
Analysis  (1601.5-4) 


Public  Participation 


Assessment  (1601.6-1) 


Decision  (1601.6-1) 
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POLICIES 

Planning  System 


c.  Consistency 

Before  beginning  either  the 
planning  or  the  en- 
vironmental analysis  process, 
existing  documents  should  be 
reviewed  to  ensure  consistency 
of  data,  decisions,  and 
monitoring  requirements,  and 
to  ensure  that  commitments 
made  in  one  process  are 
carried  forward  to  the  other 
process. 

d.  Comparability  of  Analysis 

While  analysis  may  be 
referenced  from  the  planning 
process  to  the  environmental 
process,  it  should  be  done 
only  if  the  analysis  is 
appropriate  to  the  action 
being  considered. 


RESPONSIBILIES 


B.  RESPONSIBILITIES 


State  Director 


1.   State  Director 


The  State  Director  is  responsible 
for  implementing  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the 
various  regulations  promulated 
under  the  act  within  the  policy, 
procedures  and  guidance  of  the 
Department  and  the  Bureau.  He  is 
responsible  for  developing 
supplemental  policy,  procedures  and 
standards  for  statewide  imple- 
mentation which  include: 

Preparation  of  environmental 
documents, 

Assurance  of  technical 
adequancy,  completeness,  and 
quality  of  analysis  and 
documents  prepared  within  the 
State; 

Training  of  employees  to 
achieve  efficiency  and 
effectiveness  of  environmental 
and  analysis  documentation 
efforts; 
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Assurance  that  specific 
regulatory  requirements  of 
cumulative  analysis, 
interdisciplinary  approach, 
and  public  participation  are 
met;  and 


RESPONSIBILITIES 


State  Director 


Assurance  of  the  effectiveness 
of  mitigation. 

These  responsibilities  may  be 
delegated  on  either  a  permanent  or 
a  case-by-case  basis  as  appropriate. 

2.   District  Managers 

District  Managers  are  responsible 
for  implementation  of  NEPA,  CEQ 
regulations,  and  Departmental, 
Bureau,  and  State  police  at  the 
District  level.  These 
responsibilities  include: 

Preparation  of  environmental 
documents  for  actions  within 
the  delegated  authority  of  the 
DM  (including  all 
environmental  assessments  and 
decision  records); 

Preparation  of  environmental 
documents,  as  assigned,  for 
those  actions  where  authority 
has  been  reserved  to  the  State 
Director,  Director,  or  the 
Secretary  (including  all 
environmental  impact 
statements); 

Technical  adequacy, 
completeness,  and  quality  of 
analysis  and  documents 
prepared  by  the  District; 

Maintaining  staff  proficiency 
and  effectiveness  through 
internal  training  and  review; 

Meeting  regulatory 
requirements  for  cumulative 
analysis,  interdisciplinary 
approach,  and  public 
participation; 


District  Manager 
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RESPONSIBILITIES 

District  Manager 


Area  Manager 


Effective  and  efficient  use  of 
district  resources  through 
aggregation,  tiering, 
referencing,  adoption,  or 
other  techniques  to  accom- 
plish environmental 
documentation;  and 

evaluation  of  mitigation  and 
monitoring  effectiveness  and 
adoption  of  techniques  to 
increase  mitigation  and 
monitoring  effectiveness. 

The  process  developed  by  the 
Redding  District  to  comply  with 
environmental  laws  and  regulations 
is  described  in  Appendix  A.  Other 
districts  are  not  required  to 
follow  the  example.  It  is  merely 
one  way  to  solve  the  problem. 

3.   Area  Managers 

Area  Managers  have  responsibilities 
within  their  areas  of  delegated  or 
assigned  authorities  which 
correspond  to  those  of  the  District 
Managers.  They  are  also 
responsible  for  ensuring  that  the 
maximum  degree  of  correlation 
possible  between  land  use  plans, 
the  EA,  and  project  implementation 
is  achieved. 
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Section  II: 
ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  RELATED  DOCUMENTS 


This  section  provides  standard  formats  and 
direction  for  the  preparation  of 
environmental  documents  and  reports.  The 
use  of  standard  formats  will: 

Provide  to  the  public  a  common  set 
of  formats  for  ease  of  review  and 
input;  and 

Provide  a  statewide  predictability 
in  the  Bureau's  association  with, 
and  response  to,  resource  users  and 
applicants; 

Assist  the  State  Office  in 
accelerating  processing  time. 

Exceptions  may  be  made  after 
consultation  with  the  State  Office 
Planning  and  Environmental  Coordination 
Staff  (PECS). 

A.  DEFINITIONS 

1.  Environmental  Analysis: 

The  analytical  process  which 
consists  of:  (1)  separating  an 
action  into  individual  elements  or 
relationships,  (2)  identifying  and 
summarizing  the  results  of  probable 
or  known  impacts  from  an  action  on 
the  human  environment,  and  (3) 
documenting  the  process.  The  same 
process  is  used  for  EAs  and  EISs. 
It  is  used  to  forecast  significant 
impacts  of  a  proposal  and  to 
identify  measures  to  eliminate  or 
reduce  impacts. 

2.  Environmental  Documents 

Any  one  of  four  official  documents 
identified  by  CEQ  (1508.10).  These 
are: 


DEFINITIONS 


Environmental  Analysis 


Environmental  Documents 
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DEFINITIONS 


Environmental  Assessment  (EA) 


Environmental  Documents 


A  concise  public  record  which 
analyzes  probable  or  known 
impacts  from  a  proposal  or 
action  upon  components  of  the 
human  environment  and  reaches 
a  conclusion  as  to  their 
significance  or  consequences. 
The  EA  is  the  supporting 
documentation  for  either  a 
Finding  of  No  Significant 
Impact  (F0NSI)(see  below)  or 
recommendation  to  do  an  EIS. 
Under  BLM  policy,  all  actions 
not  categorically  excluded  or 
not  included  in  a  mandated  EIS 
must  be  covered  by  an  EA, 
either  directly  or  by 
reference,  unless  coverage  in 
a  previous  environmental 
document  was  adequate  (see 
Section  III,  D). 

Finding  of  No  Significant 
Impact  (FONSlf^ 

A  concise  public  document 
based  on  information  developed 
through  the  EA.  It  suc- 
cinctly describes  why  an 
action  or  proposal  os  mpt 
expected  to  have  a  significant 
impact  on  the  human 
environment.  It  contains  the 
rationale  supporting  the 
discussion  that  no  EIS  is 
needed . 

Notice  of  Intent  (NOI) 

A  required  document  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  prior 
to  scheduling  formal  scoping 
meetings  for  an  EIS.  The  NOI 
identifies  the  proposal,  the 
area,  known  issues,  public 
input  schedules  and  an  agency 
contact  for  further 
information. 
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d.   Environmental  Impact  Statement 

TeisT 

A  public  analytical  document 
which  is  prepared  in  response 
to  Section  102  of  NEPA  and 
which  addresses  results  of 
probable  or  suspected 
significant  impacts  upon  the 
human  environment.  The  EIS 
requires  formal  public 
involvement  and  has  a 
structured  review  process. 


DEFINITIONS 


Environmental  Documents 


3.  Human  Environment 

The  external  environment,  defined 
to  include  the  natural,  physical 
and  cultural  environments  and  the 
relationship  of  people  within  that 
environment.  It  includes  economic, 
social,  historical,  cultural,  and 
aesthetic  elements. 

4.  Interdisciplinary  Approach 

The  application  of  two  or  more 
skills  or  disciplines  in  an 
integrated  manner  in  the 
environmental  analysis  process. 
Disciplines  must  include  those 
natural  and  social  sciences  and 
environmental  design  arts  that  are 
appropriate  to  the  scope  and  issues 
of  the  analysis.  Skills, 
experience,  and  disciplines  may  be 
applied  directly  by 
interdisciplinary  team  members,  or 
through  discussions  with,  and 
review  by,  persons  from  the 
appropriate  disciplines. 

5.  Rjblic 

The  affected  or  interested 
individuals,  including  consumers, 
organizations,  and  special-interest 
groups,  officials  of  local,  State, 
and  Indian  tribal  governments,  and 
officials  of  the  Federal  agencies. 
(USDI  Manual  301  DM  2.2A) 


Human  Environment 


Interdisciplinary  Approach 


Public 
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DEFINITIONS 

Public  Participation 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 


Face  Sheet 


6.   Public  Participation 

Providing  systematic  opportunity 
for  the  public  to  know  about  and 
express  their  opinions  on  Bureau 
actions  and  policies,  and  using 
this  input  or  review  in  decision 
making. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  (EA)  —  CONTENT 
AND  FORMAT 

The  following  EA  format  has  been  adopted 
from  the  EIS  format  to  allow  transition 
from  an  EA  to  an  EIS,  if  necessary,  and 
to  reduce  the  number  of  formats  used. 
(See  Appendix  2  for  a  sample  EA,  and 
Section  III,  A  Minimum  Documentation  for 
a  discussion  of  the  minimum  acceptable 
documentation  for  EAs.) 

1.   Face  Sheet 

The  Face  Sheet  consists  of  one  page 
containing: 

Title  of  the  proposed 

action  and  its  location 

(county  and  State) 

EA  number 

Preparing  office 

Cooperating  agencies,  if 

any 

Anticipated  date  of 

completion 

List  of  preparers 

Signatures  and  dates  of 

reviewing  and  approving 

officials . 


NOTE  If  a  draft  of  the 
EA  is  to  be  distributed 
for  public  or  other 
review,  the  term  "draft" 
should  precede  the 
completion  date.  Once 
the  EA  is  completed, 
however;  the  term  "draft" 
should  be  dropped. 
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Summary: 

For  exceptionally  complex  EAs  a 
summary  (5  pages  or  less)  should  be 
provided  which  explains  the 
significant  relationships  among 
issues  actions,  alternatives, 
impacts  and  recommendations. 

Introduction 

This  section  includes: 

Any  background  material  needed 
for  clear  understanding  of  the 
proposals,  including  location 
maps  and  a  major  description 
of  major  issues; 

Confirmation  that  the  proposed 
action  complies  with  MFP 
decisions; 

A  brief  description  of  the 
purpose  of  and  need  for  the 
proposed  action  or  project. 

Description  of  the  Alternatives 
Including  the  Proposed  Action 

This  section  includes: 

A  brief  but  complete 
description  of  the  proposal, 
along  with  any  policy  or  legal 
constraints  that  affect  the 
proposal ; 

Brief  descriptions  of  all 
practical  or  feasible 
alternatives  (including  No 
Action)  which  will  be  analyzed 
in  addition  to  the  proposed 
action ; 

Identification  of  any 
alternatives  considered  but 
rejected,  with  rationale  for 
their  rejection. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
Summary 


Introduction 


Description  of  Alternatives 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 


5.   Affected  Environment 


Affected  Environment  This  section  includes  a 

quantitatively  description  of 
environmental  elements  which  would 
be  affected  by  the  proposed  action 
of  alternatives.  Descriptions 
should  be  only  as  detailed  as 
necessary  to  understand  the  impacts. 

Environmental  Consequences  6'        Environmental  Consequences 

Anticipated  consequences  (primary, 
secondary,  and  cumulative)  of  the 
proposed  action  and  each 
alternative  on  the  human 
environment  are  discussed  and 
quantified.  One  of  the  primary 
purposes  of  the  EA  as  exploratory 
analysis  to  identify  potentially 
significant  impacts.  This  section 
must  also  discuss  the  following 
points  for  the  proposed  action  and 
each  alternative: 

Mitigating  measures 
Unavoidable  adverse  impacts, 
Other  items  under  1502.16,  if 
appropriate. 


Consultation/Coordination 


7.   Consultation  and  Coordination 


This  section  includes: 


List  of  persons  or 
agencies  consulted, 

Actions  taken  to  achieve 
public  involvement 


Appendices 


Literature  Cited 


8.  Appendices 

(Included  in  this  optional  section 
is  any  material  necessary  to 
understand  the  proposal  or  the 
analysis.  Material  that  can  be 
readily  referenced  should  not  be 
included.) 

9.  Literature  Cited 
Where  required. 
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C.  FINDING  OF  NO  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT  (FONSI)      FONSI 

The  FONSI  is  a  legal  declaration  by  a 
manager  that  no  significant  impacts  are 
expected  to  occur  as  a  result  of 
proceeding  with  a  proposal  or  an 
alternative. 

Thus,  FONSI  documentation  must  provide 
by  summary  reference  to  an  EA  or  EIS,  or 
analysis  the  reasons  a  proposal,  either 
individually  or  cumulatively,  is  not 
expected  to  have  a  significant  impact  on 
the  human  environment  and  for  which, 
therefore,  an  EIS  will  not  be  prepared. 

Generally,  a  FONSI  will  be  an  integral 
part  of  the  Decision  Record.  See 
Appendices  3  and  4. 

A  FONSI  may  be  prepared  as  a  separate 
document  and  may  be  made  available  for 
public  review  for  30  days  before  a  final 
decision  is  made.  There  are  two 
circumstances  in  which  this  may  occur: 

The  proposed  action  is  one 
which  normally  requires  an 
EIS;  or 

The  proposed  action  is  one 
without  precedent. 

D.  DECISION  RECORD  (DR)  DECISION  RECORD 

The  Decision  Record  is  a  separate 
document  from  the  EA. 

Documents  the  manager's 

decision  (or  recommendation  to 

do  an  EIS); 

Identifies  non-selected 

alternatives; 

Provides  rationale  for  the 

selected  alternative, 

Directs  mitigation  to  be 
carried  out; 

Defines  the  terms  of  the 
authorization,  (For  lands  and 
realty  actions)  and; 
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DECISION  RECORD  -    Reaches  a  conclusion  that: 

the  action  is  approved  on  the 
basis  of  no  significant  impact 
or  is  rejected,  or  recommends 
preparation  of  an  EIS. 

A  DR  must  be  prepared  for  each  EA 
and  should  in  all  cases  accompany 
the  EA.  Additional  copies  of  the 
DR  may  be  prepared  to  notify  the 
public  or  applicant  or  for  internal 
direction. 

For  lands  and  realty  actions,  both 
the  EA  and  Land  Report  title  page 
and  the  Decision  Record  must  be 
completed.  The  two  documents 
together  make  up  a  Lands/Realty 
Decision;  both  are  needed  to 
satisfy  regulatory  requirements. 

The  mandatory  DR  outline  is  shown 
in  Appendix  4. 

EA/LAND  REPORT  E.  COMBINED  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  AND 

LAND  REPORT 

EAs  on  land-use  proposals  must 
constitute  a  separate  and  distinct 
section  of  the  Land  Report  (see  BLM 
Manual  2063. 32D,  issued  11/12/80). 
However,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  EA 
title  page  to  be  signed.  The  signature 
on  the  environmental  compliance  portion 
of  the  Decision  Record  page  (BLM  Manual 
2063. 32D2  (C),  Illustration  3)  is 
sufficient,  (see  below,  Section  III,  C, 
"Combining  Documents . " ) 

NOTICE  OF  INTENT  F.  NOTICE  OF  INTENT  (NOI) 

For  EISs  assigned  to  a  District, 
preparation  and  transmittal  of  the  NOI 
includes  responsibilities  of  both  the 
District  and  State  offices  as  follows: 
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District  Manager 

As  soon  as  practical  after  a 
decision  is  made  to  prepare  an  EIS, 
and  at  least  45  days  before 
conducting  a  public  scoping 
meeting,  the  District  Manager  must 
prepare  and  submit  to  the  State 
Director  a  draft  NOI.  The  NOI 
should  be  typed  as  a  double-spaced 
draft  and  must  contain  the 
following  information: 

Description  of  the  proposed 
action  and  alternatives,  in- 
cluding purpose  of,  and  need 
for,  the  proposed  action; 

Identification  of  the 
geographic  area; 

Significant  issues  identified 
by  the  Bureau; 

Description  of  the  scoping 
process,  including  the  kind 
and  extent  of  public 
involvement  planned  and  the 
times,  dates,  and  locations  of 
scheduled  or  anticipated 

public  meetings  or  hearings; 

The  Name,  title,  address,  and 
telephone  number  of  the  Bureau 
official  who  may  be  contacted 
for  additional  information;  and 

The  Location  and  availability 
of  documents  relevent  to  the 
proposal  and  the  EIS. 


NOTICE  OF  INTENT 


District  Manager 


State  Director 


State  Director 


The  State  Director  is  responsible 
for  the  following  items: 

Routing  the  draft  NOI  to  PECS 
and  SO  Division  of  Resources 
for  review  and  recommendations 
for  corrections  or  changes. 
He  is  also  responsible  for 
having  the  NOI  retyped,  if 
necessary; 
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NOTICE  OF  INTENT 


State  Director 


Addition  of  the  billing  code 
(4310-84); 

Preparation  of  the  original 
and  two  copies  for  the  State 
Director's  signature  and  date 
of  signing; 

Distribution  of  copies  as 
follows: 

a.   The  signed  original  and 
two  copies  to: 

Director,  Office  of  the 
Federal  Register, 
National  Archives  and 
Records  Service 
General  Services  Admin. 
Washington,  D.C.  20408 


b.  Two  copies  to  the 
appropriate  program 
management  staff,  BLM 
WO.  The  program 
management  staff  will 
forward  one  copy  to  the 
Office  of  Environmental 
Project  Review  (OEPR). 

c.  One  copy  to  the  District 
Manager. 

d.  One  copy  to  the  State 
Director. 

e.  One  copy  to  the  S.O. 
Division  of  Resources. 

f.  One  copy  to  PECS. 

g.  One  copy  to  the  Area 
Manager. 

h.   One  copy  to  W.O.  202. 

NOTE:  At  least  10  days  should  be 
allowed  between  the  date  the  NOI  is 
mailed  from  the  State  Office  and 
the  date  of  desired  publication. 
See  Appendix  5  for  a  sample  NOI. 
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G.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (EIS)  — 
FORMAT  AND  CONTENT  (CEQ,  Sec.  1502.10) 

1.  Cover  Sheet 

The  cover  sheet  consists  of  one 
page  containing: 

Title  of  the  proposed  action 
with  its  location  (county  and 
State); 

Designation  of  draft,  final, 
or  draft  or  final  supplement; 

Lead  agency; 

Cooperating  Federal  agencies, 
if  any; 

Name,  address,  and  telephone 
number  of  the  lead  agency 
person  who  can  supply  further 
information  or  receive 
comments ; 

One  paragraph  abstract  of  the 
statement; 

Date  by  which  comments  must  be 
received;  and, 

BLM  document  index  number. 
Get  number  from  SO  Division  of 
Management  Services. 

The  format  is  shown  in  Appendix  6. 
A  "Dear  Reader"  letter  is 
optional.  If  used,  it  should  avoid 
repeating  material  on  the  cover 
sheet. 

2.  Summary 

See  Appendix  7  for  an  example. 
This  section  amounts  to  an 
executive  summary,  15  pages  or 
less,  of  the  EIS.  It  should 
include  only  the  most  significant 
relationships  among  issues, 
actions,  alternatives,  impact,  and 
recommendations . 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Cover  Sheet 


Summary 


Table  of  Contents 


Table  of  Contents 


Major  Subheadings. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT    4.   Introduction 

introduction  See  Appendix  8  for  an  example. 

a.  Purpose  and  Need 

A  brief  statement  of  the 
purpose  of,  and  need  for  the 
action. 

b.  Location  of  the  EIS  Area 
Location  map. 

c.  Land-Use  Goals 

(if  applicable)  Where 
land-use  goals  have  been 
identified  for  an  action  (for 
example,  as  a  result  of  a 
Bureau  planning  effort),  each 
goal  should  be  identified  and 
briefly  described. 

d.  Major  Issues  and  Relevant  Data 
Categories 

Identify  and  briefly  describe 
issues  related  to  the  proposed 
action  on  which  the  manager 
will  need  to  make  a  decision. 
For  each  issue,  identify  the 
kinds  of  data  to  be  presented 
in  the  EIS  that  will  aid 
decision-making . 

e.  Interrelationships 

Explain  how  the  proposed 
action  relates  to  the 
management  practices  of  other 
Federal  agencies,  State  and 
local  agencies,  and  private 
organizations,  with  particular 
attention  to  possible 
synergistic  or  cumulative 
effects  and  additional 
(non-BLM)  actions  or  permits 
that  would  be  required.  Any 
land  planning  or  zoning  status 
which  may  limit  the  proposal 
should  be  discussed. 
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5.   Chapter  1:  Alternatives  Including      ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
the  Proposed  Action 


a.  Proposed  Action 

Provide  a  complete  description 
of  the  proposed  action: 
steps ?  phases,  or  timing; 
locations  or  extent;  any 
constraints  or  parameters  or 
project  design  which  may  limit 
either  the  impacts  or  the 
consideration  of  alternatives; 
and  any  policy  or  legal 
constraints  which  must  be  met 
within  the  design  or  operation 
of  the  proposal.  Do  not 
include  descriptions  of 
impacts  and  mitigation  for 
factors  which  are  already 
"designed  out"  of  the 
proposal.  When  the  action 
consists  of  non-Bureau 
proposals,  the  description 
should  be  couched  in  terms 
of:  first,  the  permitting, 
authorization  or  approval 
steps  which  constitute  the 
Federal  action;  and,  second, 
the  proposal  as  designed  by 
the  proponent.  The  latter 
should  identify  rationale  as 
well  as  the  description  of  the 
action  as  designed. 

The  purpose  of  and  need  for 
the  proposed  action  must  be 
briefly  stated.  The  purpose  or 
objective  clarifies  what  the 
proposed  action  is  intended  to 
accomplish  or  fulfill  (i.e., 
what  is  the  quantified  end 
result  that  is  expected  of  the 
proposed  action) . 

b.  Alternatives 

Describe  the  alternatives  in 
the  same  level  of  detail  as 
the  proposed  action,  referring 
to  earlier  discussions  where 
possible  to  avoid 
duplication.  With  the 
exception  of  "No  Action," 
alternatives  should  accomplish 
the  same  purpose  as  the 
proposed  action.  The  "No 
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Chapter  1 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Chapter  1 


Action"  alternative  should 
generally  accomplish  the  same 
purpose  as  the  proposed 
action.  The  "No  Action" 
alternative  should  describe 
what  would  occur  if  the 
proposed  action  or  other 
alternatives  were  not 
implemented.  Thus,  "No 
Action"  means  continuation  of 
present  management,  not  a 
freezing  of  the  existing 
situation. 


Summary  Comparison  of 
Alternatives  and  Impacts 

For  an  example  see  Appendix  9. 

(1)  Matrix:  This  section 
consists  of  two  tables:  one 
compares  the  key  elements  of 
the  alternatives,  and  the 
other  a  compares  the  impacts 
of  each  alternative  and  the 
proposed  action.  Impacts 
should  be  uniformly  quantified 
and  compared  to  an  "Existing 
Situation"  column.  This  format 
gives  a  clear  and  concise 
measurement  of  the  differences 
among  the  alternatives. 

(2)  Narrative:  This 
narrative  should  not  simply 
repeat  impacts  and  key 
elements  from  the  above  matrix 
but  should  compare  major 
changes,  identify  scales  or 
proportions,  and  discuss  the 
significance  of  changes. 

The  narrative  presents  the 
comparison  of  trade-offs  among 
alternatives  and  the  proposed 
action,  the  degree  or 
magnitude  of  difference 
between  impacts,  or  other 
points  which  may  need 
clarification. 
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d.  Bureau's  Preferred  Alternative      ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

For  internally  initiated  chapter  1 

proposals,  that  is,  when  the 

Bureau  conducts  or  controls 

the  planning  process,  both  the 

draft  and  final  EIS  shall 

identify  the  Bureau's  proposed 

action.  When  the  Bureau  is 

reacting  to  an  application  or 

similiar  request  (externally 

initiated  proposals),  the 

draft  and  final  EIS  shall 

identify  the  applicant's 

proposed  action  and  the 

Bureau's  preferred  alternative 

unless  another  law  prohibits 

such  an  expression.  (516  DM 

4.10  A  1&2). 

e.  Alternatives  Considered  but 
Eliminated  from  Detailed 
Analysis 

This  section  should  describe 
any  alternatives  which  were  at 
one  time  considered  but  were 
rejected  from  further  analysis 
and  should  provide  a  brief 
rationale  for  their  exclusion. 

6.   Chapter  2:  Affected  Environment  chapter  2 

This  section  should  describe  the 
components  of  the  human  environment 
that  would  be  impacted  by  the 
alternatives  considered. 
Descriptions  should  be  quantified, 
if  possible  and  the  should  be  no 
longer  than  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  understand  the  impacts  of  the 
alternatives.  Concentrate  on 
providing  data  commensurate  with 
the  level  or  importance  of 
impacts.  Summarize  or  reference 
less  important  descriptions. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT    7.   Chapter  3:  Environmental 

Consequences 

c    pter  a.   Assumptions,  Assessment 

Guidelines  and  Reliability 

This  section  establishes  a 
basis  for  understanding  by  the 
reviewing  public,  and  provides 
a  description  of  the 
reliability  of  impact 
assessments.  It  should 
discuss  methods  used  to 
determine  significance, 
thresholds,  timeframes,  rates 
of  change  and  other  common 
data  or  ground  rules  for 
analysis  which  were  used  by 
all  team  members. 

b.  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action 
and  the  Alternatives 

Clarity  of  expression,  logical 
thought  processes,  and 
rational  explanation  are  far 
more  critical  than  length  or 
format.  When  practical,  the 
elements  in  this  section 
should  be  in  the  same  order  as 
they  are  in  Chapter  2  for  ease 
of  tracking  impacts  and 
relationships.  Discussion  and 
analysis  should  stress 
significant  impacts.  The 
analysis  and  resulting  adverse 
or  beneficial  impacts  must  be 
presented  in  an  unbiased 
mannner.  "No  Action"  must  be 
analyzed  as  one  of  the 
alternatives.  When  analyzing 
the  "No  Action"  alternative, 
keep  in  mind  that  "No  Action" 
seldom  equates  with  no  impact. 

c.  Mitigation  Measures 

Mitigation  measures  must  be 
agreed  to  in  writing  by  the 
Area  Manager  and  District 
Manager.  This  agreement 
should  be  obtained  in  memo 
form  by  the  EIS  Team  Leader. 
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The  objective  is  to  ensure         ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

that  the  proposed  action  plus 

mitigation  is  our  current  best         chapter  3 

estimate  of  what  the  Bureau 

intends  to  do.  Mitigation 

proposed  by  an  applicant  must 

also  be  stated  in  writing  by 

the  applicant,  or  if  proposed 

by  the  Bureau,  agreed  to  in 

writing  by  the  applicant. 

Formal  commitment  to 

mitigation  and  monitoring  is 

made  in  the  Record  of  Decision 

(CEQ,  Sec.  1505.  2  (O). 

Those  measures  developed  early 

in  the  analysis  process  should 

be  added  to  the  proposed 

action  and  alternatives  and 

not  included  in  this  section. 

Each  mitigation  measure  must 
be  phrased  in  terms  of  "will" 
and  "shall,"  rather  than  "may" 
or  "could"."  Each  measure 
must  be  in  response  to  one  or 
more  specific  impacts;  the 
impact (s)  that  each  measure  is 
responding  to  must  be 
identified  in  this  section. 
The  anticipated  degree  of 
reduction  of  the  impact  due  to 
mitigation  must  also  be 
identified.  The  EIS  team 
should  consider  mitigation 
measures  for  the  proposed 
action  and  each  of  the 
alternatives.  An  example  of 
how  this  can  be  displayed  is 
included  as  Appendix  10. 

If  specialists  propose 
measures  that  are  feasible  but 
that  management  does  not  agree 
to,  those  measures  can  be 
described  in  a  separate 
section  titled  "Other  Possible 
Measures." 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
Chapter  3 


Chapter  4 


d.  Unavoidable  Adverse  Impacts 

This  section  summarizes  the 
net  environmental  cost 
(unmitigated  impacts  and 
residual  impacts  after 
mitigation)  of  each 
alternative.  Only  mitigating 
measures  agreed  to  by  the  Area 
Manager  and  District  Manager 
are  considered  when 
determining  residual  impacts. 
The  summary  may  be  represented 
in  terms  of  actions,  groups  of 
actions,  alternatives,  or 
other  ways  to  most  clearly 
portray  the  net  effects. 

e.  Short-Term  Uses  Versus 
Long-Term  Productivity  and 
Irretrievable  and  Irreversible 
Commitments  of  Resources 

This  section  represents  a 
broad  overview  of  the 
long-term  effects  (adverse  and 
beneficial)  of  the  proposal 
and  each  alternative  on  the 
productivity  of  natural 
systems  and  the  availability 
of  key  resources.  It 
summarizes  the  analysis  of  the 
impacts  from  the  point  of  view 
of  future  generations;  i.e., 
it  tells  how  future 
generations  would  be 
impacted.  "Short-term"  and 
"long-term"  must  be  defined. 
Normally  the  break  between 
short  and  long  term  is  the 
expected  life  of  a  project  or 
a  program's  planning  horizon 
—  usually  20  to  30  years. 

8.   Chapter  4:  Consultion  and 
Coordination 

a.   Cooperating  Agencies 

This  section  consists  of  a 
list  of  cooperating  agencies 
and  the  subject  and  extent  of 
their  involvement. 
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b.  Scoping  and  Issues  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
Identification 

Chapter  4 

This  section  should  contain 
the  record  of  scoping  meetings 
and  issues  which  were  either 
incorporated  or  rejected  on 
the  basis  of  the  scoping 
process.  It  should  also 
contain  a  record  of  meetings 
with  proponents,  users,  local 
officials,  adjacent 
landowners,  etc.  to  establish 
or  adjust  the  proposal. 

c.  Consultation  and  Coordination 
during  Preparation  of  the 
Document 

This  section  briefly  describes 
the  actions  taken  by  the 
Bureau  to  consult  and 
coordinate  with  interested 
parties  and  to  invite  public 
participation  in  the  EIS 
process.  It  should  also  state 
what  types  of  input  here 
obtained  as  a  result  of  the 
contacts. 

d.  Review  of  the  DEIS 

This  is  a  list  of  agencies  and 
organizations  who  will  be  sent 
a  copy  of  the  draft  for  review. 

e.  Public  Comment  and  Response 

This  section  is  required  for 
final  EISs  only.  Public 
comments  shall  be  analyzed  and 
considered,  individually  and 
collectively  and  responded 
to.  Responsible  comments  and 
responses  to  those  comments 
will  be  attached  to  the  FEIS. 

If  changes  made  in  the  DEIS  in 
response  to  comments  are  minor 
and  consist  of  factual 
corrections,  an  abbreviated 
FEIS  may  be  prepared  which 
contains  only  comments 


11-19 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
Chapter  4 


Other  Material 


RECORD  OF  DECISION 


received  on  the  draft, 
responses  to  those  comments, 
and  any  required  modifications 
and  corrections  of  the  DEIS. 
No  rewriting  or  reprinting  of 
the  draft  statement  would  be 
necessary.  However,  if  the 
required  changes  are  major 
(for  example,  if  a  new 
alternative  must  be  analyzed 
or  if  new  impacts  significant 
enough  to  cause  BLM  to  select 
a  different  preferred 
alternative)  the  FEIS  should 
be  a  completely  revised  DEIS. 

9.   Other  Material 

Each  of  the  following  should  be 
sections  included  at  the  end  of  the 
document . 

List  of  Preparers 

Glossary 

References  Cited 

Appendix  (include  only  what  is 

necessary  to  support  the 

analysis  in  Chapter  3) 

Index 

H.  RECORD  OF  DECISION  (ROD)  (1505.2) 

See  Appendix  11  for  an  example.  The 
Record  of  Decision  is  a  separate  and 
concise  public  record  which  links  the 
manager's  decision  to  the  analysis 
presented  in  the  EIS.  The  ROD  is  the 
basic  implementation  of  NEPA  in  that  it 
clearly  shows  how  environmental  factors 
and  possible  impacts  were  considered  in 
the  decision  making  process.  It 
contains  the  following  points: 

A  specific  statement  of  what 
the  decision  is. 

Identification  of  the 
alternatives  which  were 
considered  in  the  decision 
making  process.  This  includes 
any  that  were  identified  in 
the  EIS  as  either 
environmentally  preferable  or 
preferred  by  the  agency,  along 
with  applicable  rationale,  as 
necessary . 
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~   Identification  and  discussion      RECORD  OF  DECISION 
of  any  non-environmental 
factors  (such  as  national 
policy)  which  affected  the 
decision  including  the 
rationale  for  the  decision 
along  with  a  discussion  of 
trade-offs  made. 

Identification  of  those 
mitigation  measures  which  were 
added  in  the  decision  making 
process s  with  rationale  for 
the  change. 

Summarization  of  the 
enforcement  and  monitoring 
program(s)  selected  to  carry 
our  the  decision. 

The  ROD  may  be  combined  with  any 
other  document(s)  necessary  to 
complete  and  record  the 
decision-making  process  to  comply 
with  NEPA. 

Until  an  ROD  is  issued,  no  action 
concerning  the  proposal  may  be 
taken  which  would  either  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  the  environment 
or  limit  the  choice  of  alternatives 
to  the  manager. 
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SECTION  III:  PROCEDURAL  GUIDANCE 


This  section  contains  guidelines, 
requirements,  and  methodology,  in  an  effort 
to  interpret  the  "how  to"  of  CEQ 
requirements  into  direct  guidance  for  the 
environmental  analysis  process,  guidance  for 
the  environmental  analysis  process. 

A.  GENERAL  STANDARDS 


GENERAL  STANDARDS 


1.   Quality 


Quality 


The  goal  of  the  environmental 
analysis  process,  to  inform  the 
public  and  to  allow  managers  to 
make  the  best  possible  decisions, 
can  only  be  achieved  when  the 
anlysis  is  of  the  highest  possible 
quality.  The  line  manager  is 
ultimately  responsible  for  the 
quality  of  the  decision;  therefore 
he  is  responsible  for  the  quality 
of  the  analysis.  The  manager  must 
ensure  that  the  interdisciplinary 
approach  required  by  NEPA  is  used. 
He  must  ensure  that  all  reasonable 
management  options  have  been 
assessed  and  that  the  environmental 
trade-offs  made  by  and  the  effects 
of  the  final  decision  can  be 
clearly  documented.  Only  when  the 
manager  feels  confident  that  the 
analysis  is  of  a  high  level  of 
quality  will  he  use  it  in  making 
his  decisions,  and  only  then  can 
the  public  be  assured  that 
decisions  are  based  on  a  thorough 
understanding  of  the  environmental 
consequences. 


2.   Minimum  Documentation 


Minimum  Documentation 


There  is  a  minimum  level  of 
documentation  that  must  be  met  by 
all  environmental  analyses.  The 
Departmental  Manual  (516  DM  3.4A) 
states: 
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GENERAL  STANDARDS 

Minimum  Documentation 


Thresholds  of 
Pertinence/Si gnifi cance 


"At  a  minimum,  an  EA  will 
include  brief  discussions  of 
the  need  for  the  proposal,  of 
alternatives  as  required  by 
Section  102(2) (E)  of  NEPA,  of 
the  environmental  impacts  of 
the  proposed  action  and  such 
alternatives,  and  a  listing  of 
agencies  and  persons  consulted 
(1508.9(b))." 

See  Appendix  12  for  an  example. 

3.   Thresholds  of 

Pertinence/STgnificance 

There  are  two  basic  levels  of 
pertinence  or  significance  which 
should  be  documented: 

a.   Pertinence  for  Inclusion  and 
Documentation  in  EAs 

(1)  Each  environmental  issue 
which  is  pertinent  to  the 
decision  to  be  made  must 
be  documented  in  the  EA. 
This  means  that  for  each 
pertinent  issue  there 
must  be  enough 
information  provided  to 
clearly  document  the 
rationale  for  arriving  at 
the  identified  impacts 
and  the  decision. 

(2)  The  identification  of 
impacts  at  the  EA  level 
is  exploratory  and  is 
intended  to  forecast  or 
determine  "significant" 
impacts  as  defined  in  the 
CEQ  regulations. 
Nonsignificant  impacts 
identified  in  an  EA  may 
be  omitted  from  the  EIS; 
however,  marginal  impacts 
or  issues  should  not  be 
dropped  from  the  EA  if 
they  are  pertinent  to 
either  the  decision  or  to 
the  understanding  of  the 
action  and  analysis  by 
the  public.  This  does 
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(3) 


not  mean  that  the  public 
must  agree  with  either 
the  rationale  used  in 
identifying  the  impacts 
or  the  resulting  decision 
itself.  The  public  must, 
however,  be  able  to 
follow  the  rationale 
sufficiently  to  provide 
input  to  the  action,  the 
analysis,  or  the  decision. 

Each  environmental  issue 
pertinent  to  public 
understanding  of  the 
impact  analysis  should  be 
documented  in  the  EA. 


GENERAL  STANDARDS 

Thresholds  of 
Pertinence/Significance 


b.   Significance  for  Inclusion  and 
Documentation  in  EIS 

Significance  consists  of  three 
separate  but  related  factors 
—  context  (level  or  scope), 
intensity  (severity),  and 
duration. 

Determination  of  impact 
significance  is  essential  to 
ensure  that  a  credible 
analysis  is  produced.  The 
"significance  threshold" 
generally  is  reached  when 
resources  or  resource  uses  are 
transformed  or  committed  to 
the  point  that  their  continued 
use  or  existence  is 
jeopardized.  The  standards 
for  determining  significance 
include  at  least  the  following 
items : 

Unresolved  conflicts  with 
land  use  or  resource 
management  plans; 

Conflicts  with  laws, 
regulations,  or  policies; 

Cumulative  consequences 
—  the  complete  set  of 
impacts  which  reach 
beyond  those  of  an 
individual  action  when 
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GENERAL  STANDARDS 

Thresholds  of 
Pertinence/Significance 


related  to  past,  present, 
and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future 
decisions  or  actions 
which  exceed  multiple-use 
resource  allocations  or 
resource  thresholds, 

Impact  on  environmental 
issues  which  are  of  great 
concern  to  the  general  or 
local  public; 

Degree  to  which  the 
actions  or  impacts  set  a 
precedent  or  lead  to 
precedent-setting 
decisions; 

Impacts  a  great  degree  of 
either  risk  to  or 
uncertain  effect  on 
ecosystem  components  or 
to  resource  values. 


Categorical  Exclusions 


4.   Categorical  Exclusions 

Actions  categorically  excluded  from 
the  NEPA  process  are  listed  in 
Appendix  13.  No  documentation  is 
required  for  excluding  those 
actions  or  proposals  which  do  not 
require  special  stipulations  or 
which  do  not  cause  any  significant 
environmental  impacts  on  physical 
and  biological  resources  (such  as 
personnel  actions,  routine 
government  administrative  business, 
and  non-manipulative  research). 
Documentation  of  all  other  actions 
or  proposals  is  required.  Ac- 
tions within  the  scope  of 
categorical  exclusions  which  may 
not  be  exempted  from  the  NEPA 
process  are  listed  in  Appendix  14. 

When  documentation  is  required  for 
categorically  excluded  actions,  a 
Categorical  Exclusion  Record  (CER) 
must  be  prepared  (See  Appendix  15). 
This  document  must  be  recorded  on 
the  District's  Environmental 
Document  Roster  and  filed  in  either 
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the  project  file  or,  if  no  case  or 
project  file  is  maintained,  with 
the  BLM  copy  of  the  authorizing 
document.  A  Decision  Record  is  not 
required  for  actions  which  have 
been  categorically  excluded  from 
the  NEPA  process. 

Questions  on  whether  specific 
actions  can  be  categorically 
excluded  from  the  NEPA  process 
should  be  addressed  to  PECS. 


Categorical  Exclusions 


B.  AGGREGATION  AND  TIERING 

1.   Aggregation 

Aggregation  is  a  process  of 
combining  requests,  proposals,  or 
actions  which  are  similiar  and 
which  will  generally  be  developed 
or  acted  upon  at  the  same  time  or 
in  the  same  geographic  area. 
Several  proposals  from  one 
applicant  can  also  be  combined  for 
one  analysis. 

The  purpose  of  aggregation  is  to 
reduce  the  number  of  individual  EAs 
being  prepared.  Benefits  of  using 
aggregation  include: 

Ease  of  assessing  cumulative 
impacts; 

More  effective  use  of 
available  personnel  and  funds; 

Reduction  in  the  number  of 
documents  prepared ,  reviewed , 
typed,  and  filed  and; 

Efficient  use  of  public  and 
staff  contacts  and  input. 

Line  managers  should  attempt  to 
persuade  applicants  or  potential 
applicants,  through  negotiation  and 
discussion,  to  consider  aggregating 
their  requests.  Managers  and  staff 
specialists  should  use  the  AWP 
process  as  a  means  of  identifying 
and  programming  opportunities  for 
aggregating  analyses. 


AGGREGATION/TIERING 


Aggregation 


III-5 


AGGREGATION/TIERING  2.   Tiering:  Tiering  involves  the  use 

or  incorporation  of  broad  environ- 
Tiering  mental  analysis  in  support  of 

specific  analyses  for  specific  ac- 
tions. Any  tier  of  adequately 
documented  analysis  may  be  used  as 
a  base  for  the  next  more  specific 
level.  The  concept  may  be  applied 
to  both  EAs  and  EIS. 

Tiering  may  be  based  upon  program, 
mission  or  policy  (e.g.,  from 
program  to  specific  proposal  or 
action);  geographic  area  (e.g., 
from  planning  unit  to  site);  or 
time  (e.g.,  4-year  authorization  to 
next  year's  AWP). 

The  benefits  of  tiering  result  from 
referencing  existing,  approved 
documents  produced  at  one  level  to 
reduce  the  analysis  and 
documentation  of  another.  For 
example,  a  District  programmatic  EA 
on  fencing  to  focus  analyzing 
impacts  on  a  particular  site.  Or 
the  impact  analysis  is  an  EA 
covering  a  specific  AMP  or  project 
can  be  based  on  the  general 
discussion  of  impacts  in  a  grazing 
EIS.  In  both  cases,  the  EAs  would 
only  need  to  address  site-specific 
impacts.  Policy -level  documents 
can  be  referenced  to  the  extent 
that  descriptions,  procedures,  and 
analysis  can  be  applied  to  a 
specific  action. 

COMBINING  DOCUMENTS  C.  COMBINING  DOCUMENTS 

The  CEQ  regulations  provide  line 
managers  the  option  of  combining  en- 
vironmental documents  with  other  BLM 
documents  to  reduce  duplication  and 
paperwork.  This  includes  technical 
reports,  resource  management  plans,  and 
other  documents  which  duplicate 
information  included  in  environmental 
documents  or  for  which  an  environmental 
document  must  be  prepared. 


III-6 


When  combining  documents  the  following 
criteria  must  be  met: 

Legal,  policy,  and  manual 
requirements  of  all  documents  being 
combined  must  be  satisfied; 

All  reasonable  alternatives  must  be 
identified  and  analyzed; 

An  environmental  consequences 
section  (or  chapter)  must  be 
included  in  the  combined  document. 
This  section  must  contain  all  the 
environmental  analysis  items 
normally  required  in  an 
environmental  (EA  or  EIS) 
document.  It  must  be  clearly 
labeled  and  distinctly  separated 
(separate  chapter  or  major  sub- 
heading) from  the  other  material, 
not  interwoven  with  the  rest  of  the 
document;  and 

A  decision  record  must  be  prepared 
to  accompany  the  combined  document. 

D.  REFERENCING 

In  many  cases,  material  from  existing 
documents  can  be  referred  to  instead  of 
creating  new  material.  This  method  can 
be  adopted  whenever  managers  feel  that 
the  situation  or  action  (or  part  of  that 
action)  they  are  about  to  analyze  has 
been  adequately  analyzed  in  an  existing 
document  or  documents. 

When  referencing: 

Titles,  environmental  document 
numbers,  page  numbers,  case  file 
numbers,  etc.,  must  be  described  in 
sufficient  detail  to  lead  the 
reader  directly  to  the  referenced 
data  or  rationale. 

Materials  being  referred  to  must  be 
reasonably  available  for  public  use 
or  review.  For  example,  URA  and 
other  material  that  can  be  easily 
found  in  the  District  files  are 
suitable  for  referencing. 


COMBINING  DOCUMENTS 


REFERENCING 
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REFERENCING  —   The  new  document  must  address, 

analyze,  and  document  any  cumu- 
lative effects  which  may  occur  when 
the  new  action  is  added  to  im- 
pacts (past,  present,  or  reasonably 
foreseeable  future)  associated  with 
the  action  in  the  referenced 
document.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
attach  the  materials  or  document 
being  referenced  to  the  new 
analysis.  In  all  cases  the  method 
or  means  of  arriving  at  a 
conclusion  need  not  be  shown  (may 
be  referenced)  but  key  points 
should  be  summarized  in  the  new 
document . 

Examples  1.   Examples 

Situation 

An  existing  EA/EIS  (or  a  group  of 
EAs)  fully  and  adequately  address 
as  the  situation  under 
consideration  (same  type  of 
alternatives,  etc.) 

Procedure 

Do  not  prepare  a  new  EA.  In  the 
Decision  Record  refer  to  the  EA 
(EAs)  being  referred  to  by 
number (s)  and  provide  a  brief 
description  of  the  document 
location (s)  (files  etc.)  and  a 
statement  of  suitability  and 
applicability  for  its  use. 

Situation 

An  existing  EA  addresses  a  slightly 
varying  action  or  environmental 
element  (e.g.,  soil  is  more  prone 
to  erosion;  steeper  slopes;  more 
productive  wildlife  habitat;  more 
acres  disturbed,  etc.)  or  a  new 
alternative  not  analyzed  in  the 
existing  EA  has  come  to  light. 
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Procedure 

Do  not  prepare  a  new  EA.  In  the 
Decision  Record  reference  the  EA, 
file  location  and  number.  Analyze 
the  changed  environmental 
consequences  in  the  rationale 
portion  of  the  Decision  Record. 
This  analysis  must  be  intensive 
enough  to  reveal  impact 
significance  and  detailed  enough  to 
develop  necessary  mitigation. 

Situation 

An  existing  document  contains  one 
or  more  of  the  following:  an 
adequate  and  usable  description  of 
the  affected  environment,  an 
analysis  of  impacts,  or  a 
description  of  the  proposal. 

Procedure 

Refer  to  those  parts  of  the 
existing  document  that  are  adequate 
and  appropriate.  Summarize 
referenced  sections,  if  necessary, 
for  the  new  document  and  develop 
new  material  which,  when  considered 
with  the  referenced  material, 
adequately  assesses  the  new 
action.  The  impact  analysis 
section  of  the  new  document  must  be 
presented  in  sufficient  detail  to 
provide  the  continuity  of  analysis 
necessary  to  reach  a  logical 
conclusion. 

E.   JOINT  PREPARATION  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENTS 

Joint  preparation  of  environmental 
documents  reduces  duplication  of  effort 
between  BLM  and  local,  State,  or  other 
Federal  agencies  and  to  reduce  delays 
and  costs  to  applicants. 

Joint  preparation  includes  getting 
public  input  at  a  jointly  held  meeting. 

Any  environmental  document  prepred 
jointly  must  meet  the  following  criteria: 


REFERENCING 
Examples 


JOINT  PREPARATION 


III-9 


JOINT  PREPARATION  —   NEPA,  CEQ,  DOI,  and  BLM 

standards  and  requirements  as 
well  as  needs  and  standards  of 
the  other  agencies  involved 
must  be  met.  Reasonable 
variations  in  terminology  and 
format  are  acceptable  as  long 
as  BLM  quality  standards  are 
not  compromised. 

When  the  environmental 
analysis  is  completed  the 
equivalent  of  a  FONSI, 
Decision  Record  (for  EAs),  or 
Record  of  Decision  (for  an 
EIS)  must  be  prepared  at 
least,  for  those  actions 
within  BLM  authority  or 
jurisdiction.. 

The  BLM  manager's  decision  of 
approval  must  not  jeopardize  or 
pre-empt  the  other  agency's 
decision  or  authority. 

APPLICANT  PREPARATION        F.  PREPARATION  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANALYSIS 

DOCUMENTS  BY  APPLICANT 

There  are  three  options  whereby  managers 
may  use  analyses  or  information  provided 
by  an  applicant: 

information  from  Applicant        1.   Environmental  Information  Submitted 

by  the  Applicant 

Information  supplied  by  the 
applicant  may  be  used  as  a  basis 
for  discussion  and  analysis,  as  may 
data  from  other  sources. 
Independent  evaluation  and 
verification  of  the  information  is 
required  and  an  independent 
environmental  analysis  must  be 
made.  To  enable  more  effective  use 
of  the  information,  it  is 
appropriate  to  outline  the  types  of 
information  needed,  identify  or 
suggest  specific  formats  for 
submission  and  require  supportive 
or  verifying  data  references. 
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2.       Environmental  Assessment  Prepared  APPLICANT  PREPARATION 

by  Applicant 


EA 

An  EA  prepared  by  either  the 
applicant  or  by  an 
applicant-selected  contractor  may 
be  accepted  by  BLM.  Independent 
evaluation  and  verification  of  the 
information  are  required  as  in  1, 
above.  BLM  must,  in  addition,  make 
its  own  evaluation  of  environmental 
issues  and  take  responsibility  for 
the  scope  and  content  of  the 
assessment. 

If  the  assessment  is  prepared  by  an 
applicant-selected  contractor, 
submission  to  BLM  should  be  through 
the  applicant,  rather  than  from  the 
contractor  directly.  Further,  an 
EA  prepared  by  an  applicant  or  an 
applicant-selected  contractor  may 
be  used  only  as  information  if  it 
is  found  necessary  to  prepare  an 
EIS.  An  EA  prepared  by  a 

Bureau-selected  contractor  may  be 
used  as  the  basis  for  an  EIS  if  it 
is  found  necessary  to  prepare  one. 

3.   EIS  Prepared  by  Applicant  eis 

The  contractor  must  be  selected  by 
BLM;  however,  BLM  need  not  be  a 
formal  party  to  the  contract.  The 
contractor  must  execute  a  dis- 
closure statement  specifying  that 
the  contracting  organization  or  its 
individual  members  have  no 
financial  or  other  interest  in  the 
outcome  of  the  project. 

Because  EISs  are  under  the  control 
of  the  State  Director,  Districts 
are  required  to  notify  the  State 
Director  (911)  before  they  develop 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU) 
with  an  applicant.  Further  guidance 
and  examples  of  MOUs  will  be  made 
available  to  Districts  upon  request. 

With  any  of  the  options  above,  BLM 
through  the  manager,  must  fulfill 
the  following  specific 
responsibilities : 
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APPLICANT  PREPARATION  --   Independently  evaluate  the 

adequacy,  completeness,  and 
eis  accuracy  of  the  information  or 

document , 

Assure  that  the  requirements 
for  public  involvement  in  the 
environmental  analysis  process 
are  met,  including  scoping, 
document  review,  and 
other-agency  involvement  or 
approval  as  appropriate; 

Correct  deficiencies  in  the 
document  or  information 
in-house  or  through  direction 
to  the  applicant; 

Assume  complete  responsibility 
for  the  document  or  the  in- 
formation used;  and 

Prepare  decision  documentation. 

ADOPTION  OF  OTHER'S  G.  ADOPTION  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTS 

DOCUMENTS  PREPARED  BY  OTHERS 

BLM  managers  may  adopt  environmental 
analyses  (EAs  and  EISs)  prepared  by 
other  federal  agencies.  To  do  so,  the 
other  agency  documents  must  be 
appropriate  to,  and  adequate  for,  the 
manager's  decision  on  the  action  being 
considered . 

Total  Adoption  1'       Total  Adoption 


In  this  situation  the  adoption 
process  consists  of  preparing  a 
"Decision  Record"  for  EAs  or 
"Record  of  Decision"  for  EISs  and 
inserting  a  statement  of  adoption. 

The  statement  of  adoption  should: 

Clearly  identify  the  document 
being  adopted; 

Clearly  show  how  the  document 
is  appropriate  to,  and  ade- 
quate for,  the  decision  at 
hand;  and 
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State  that  there  are  no 
significant  cumulative  impacts 
resulting  from  the  addition  of 
the  action  being  considered  to 
the  actions  considered  in  the 
adopted  document. 

Total  adoption  should  only  be 
considered  if  the  document  being  a- 
dopted  is  a  final  one.  BLM  must 
also  have  been  listed  in  the 
Federal  Register  as  a  cooperating 
agency  on  the  project.  If  BLM  is 
not  so  listed,  EPA  requires  that  a 
brief  document  (less  than  10  pages) 
summarizing  the  project  and  the 
other  agency's  analysis  be  mailed 
out  as  a  final  document. 

2.   Partial  Adoption 

This  process  may  be  considered  when 
the  adopted  document  is  a  draft, 
when  the  document  is  not  adequate 
for  the  specific  decision  at  hand, 
or  when  the  addition  of  the  current 
action  to  those  analyzed  in  the 
adopted  document  would  result  in 
cumulative  impacts.  Adoption  is 
accomplished  by  inserting  a 
statement  of  adoption  in  the 
Decision  Record  or  Record  of 
Decision. 

'  The  statement  should: 

Clearly  identify  the  document 
being  partially  adopted; 

Clearly  define  that  part  of 
the  document  being  adopted 
along  with  brief  rationale  for 
the  partial  adoption;  and 

State  what  steps  (supplemental 
data  or  analysis,  cal- 
culation as  a  BLM  final 
document,  addition  of  a 
cumulative  analysis,  etc.) 
were  used  to  ensure 
applicability  and  adequacy  for 
the  decision  being 
considered.  The  EA  or  EIS 
will  also  refer  to  the 
partially  adopted  document. 


ADOPTION  OF  OTHER'S  DOCUMENTS 
Total  Adoption 


Partial  Adoption 
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SO  REVIEW/ EVALUATION         H.  STATE  OFFICE-GENERATED  EIS  REVIEWS  AND 

EVALUATIONS:  PROCEDURES 

The  normal  process  within  the  State  to 
assure  compliance  with  NEPA  and  CEQ 
regulations  (quality,  adequacy,  and 
procedural  compliance)  is  through 
periodic  evaluation.  The  State  Office 
does  not  intend  to  automatically  review 
each  environmental  document.  However, 
some  review  of  ongoing  analysis  efforts 
is  necessary  to: 

Assure  that  new  or  developing 
procedures  and  policies  are  un- 
derstood; 

Assure  that  standards  of  quality 
and  adequacy  are  met  for  docu- 
ments or  actions  of  a  particularly 
sensitive  nature;  and 

Avoid  costly  reworking  of  documents 
which  do  not  meet  standards  of 
quality  or  adequacy. 

Reviews  will  ordinarily  be  coordinated 
by  the  PECS  with  technical  and  program 
review  provided  by  the  Division  of 
Resources.  Other  divisions  may  be  asked 
to  participate  in  reviews  as  appropriate. 

1.   EIS  Review  Points 
EIS  Review  Points  

All  EISs  prepared  within  the  State 
will  be  reviewed  during  pre- 
paration of  the  document  at  the 
following  points: 

Preliminary  Preparation  Plan 
Notice  of  Intent 
Preparation  Plan 
Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives  (Chapter  1) 

—  PDEIS 

—  DEIS 

—  PFEIS 

—  FEIS 
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Informal,  unscheduled  review  (or 
assistance)  will  be  provided  as 
sections  of  the  document  are  being 
prepared  or  as  problems  arise. 
These  informal  visits  will  be 
negotiated  between  the  team  and  the 
assigned  PECS  coordinator  as  needed. 

2.   Setting  Up  the  Review   (Except  for 
Notice  of  Intent) 


SO  REVIEW/EVALUATION 


EIS  Review  Points 


Setting  Up  Review 


a.  The  EIS  team  leader  is 
responsible  for  informally 
keeping  the  PECS  project 
coordinator  up  to  date 
regarding  review  schedule 
changes  and  problems.  The 
PECS  coordinator  must  inform 
the  SO  Division  of  Resources 
and  Washington  Office  leads  of 
any  long-term  scheduling 
problems  which  will  affect  the 
their  review  schedules. 

b.  Two  weeks  before  a  scheduled 
review,  the  District  must  send 
a  "formal  notification"  memo 
to  the  State  Director  (911) 
(see  Appendix  16).  The  PECS 
coordinator  must  distribute 
copies  of  this  memo  to  all 
staff  to  be  involved  in  the 
review. 

c.  The  SO  Division  of  Resources 
and  Washington  Office 
coordinators  are  responsible 
for  ensuring  that  staff  time 
has  been  scheduled  for 
reviewing  the  document.  They 
are  responsible  for  providing 
an  opportunity  to  review  the 
EIS  to  all  specialists  in 
their  offices  who  have 
programs  which  will  be 
affected  by  the  proposal.  The 
SO  Division  of  Resources 
coordinator  must  inform  the 
PECS  coordinator  which 
specialists  will  be  able  to 
review  the  EIS;  this 
notification  must  occur  no 
later  than  one  week  before  the 
start  of  the  review. 
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SO  REVIEW/ EVALUATION  d«   The  PECS  coordinator  will 

prepare  an  individually 
setting  up  Review  tailored  Worksheet  I  or  III, 

as  appropriate,  for  each 
specialist  identified  by  the 
Division  of  Resources 
coordinator  under  c  above. 
Each  worksheet  must  specify 
issues  (specific  topics  or 
points)  to  be  emphasized 
during  the  review  (see 
Appendices  17  and  18). 

e.   For  reviews  of  final 

preparation  plans,  DEISs,  and 
FEISs,  the  EIS  team  leader 
will  prepare  a  cover  memo 
enclosing  copies  of  Worksheet 
II  (see  Appendix  19),  the 
signed  documents  prepared  by 
the  EIS  team  members  in 
response  to  comments  made 
during  the  preceding 
preliminary  reviews. 

starting  Review  3.   Starting  the  Review 

a.   Copies  of  the  document  will  be 
forwarded  to  the  PECS  project 
coordinator  from  the 
District.  These  copies  must 
be  accompanied  by  a  trans- 
mittal memo  signed  by  the 
District  Manager  (see  Appendix 
20)  and  must  arrive  at  the  CSO 
by  the  morning  of  the  workday 
immediately  preceding  the 
start  of  the  review.  The 
following  numbers  of  copies 
will  normally  be  required: 

Fifteen  for  review  of  the 
preliminary  draft  EIS; 

Ten  for  review  of  the 
preliminary  and  final 
preparation  plans, 
proposed  action  and 
alternatives,  draft  EIS, 
preliminary  final  EIS, 
and  final  EIS; 

Five  for  review  of  the 
Notice  of  Intent. 
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b.  The  PECS  coordinator  will 
prepare  the  SO  review 
transmittal  memo  (see  Appendix 
21).  The  memo,  eight  copies 
of  the  document,  and  the 
worksheets  will  be  forwarded 
to  the  Chief,  Division  of 
Resources;  only  three  copies 
will  be  forwarded  for  review 
of  the  final  preparation  plan 
and  the  Notice  of  Intent. 
Where  applicable,  other  SO 
divisions  will  also  be 
provided  with  review  copies. 

c.  For  review  of  the  final 
preparation  plan  and  the 
preliminary  draft  EIS,  five 
copies  will  also  be  provided 
to  the  Washington  Office 
coordinator  for  staff  review. 
The  Washington  review  will  be 
a  courtesy  extended  to  that 
office  to  keep  the  Washington 
coordinator  up  to  date  on  the 
document's  progress  and  to 
provide  the  team  with 
(non-binding)  comments  and 
suggestions. 

d.  The  PECS  coordinator  is 
responsible  for  distributing 
copies  of  the  document  to 
other  involved  PECS  staff. 

4.   The  Review 

a.   Two  weeks  will  normally  be 
allocated  for  the  review  of 
the  preliminary  DEIS  and 
FEIS.  Review  of  final  DEISs 
and  FEISs  will  normally  be 
allocated  one  week.  Where 
there  were  no  major  concerns 
raised  in  the  review  of  the 
preliminary  draft  and  final 
EISs,  and  for  Notices  of 
Intent,  shorter  time  sche- 
dules may  be  used. 


SO  REVIEW/EVALUATION 
Starting  Review 


Review 
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SO  REVIEW/EVALUATION  D-   The  PECS  coordinator  must  take 

the  initiative  in  keeping 

Review  aware  of  the  current  status  of 

the  review.  The  District 
should  be  informed  of  any 
problems  which  may  delay 
completion  of  the  review. 

c.   Each  reviewer  must  complete 
and  sign  his  respective 
worksheet.  Completed 
worksheets  must  specifically 
address  each  identified  issue 
and  may  bring  up  additional 
points.  This  will  ensure 
accountability  and  staff 
responsibility  for  comments. 

Post-Review  5.   Post-Review 

a.  All  comments  must  be  received 
by  close  of  business  of  the 
last  workday  of  the  review  or 
they  will  not  be  accepted. 
Comments  must  be  returned  to 
the  PECS  coordinator  through 
the  Chief,  PECS. 

b.  The  PECS  coordinator  analyzes 
the  comments,  noting  those 
which  conflict  or  are 
otherwise  incorrect  or 
inappropriate.  The  PECS 
coordinator  will  meet  with  the 
specialist  who  originated  the 
comment  to  seek  agreement  on 
wording  of  the  comment  and  to 
determine  whether  the  comment 
should  go  forward  to  the 
District. 

c.  Review  of  preliminary  draft 
and  (more  rarely)  final  EISs 
may  be  followed  by  a  meeting 
involving  the  PECS 
coordinator,  SO  Division  of 
Resources  coordinator,  EIS 
team  leader,  and  other  staff, 
as  appropriate. 

The  PECS  coordinator  is 
responsible  for 
organizing  and  conducting 
the  meeting,  and  for 
providing  each  attendee 
with  a  copy  of  all 
comments  approved  under 
"b"  above. 
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—   The  PECS  coordinator  must      SO  REVIEW/ EVALUATION 
inform  the  EIS  team 

leader  of  the  nature  of  Post-Review 

the  comments,  so  that  the 
latter  may  determine 
which  District  staff 
should  attend. 

The  meeting  must  occur 
within  three  workdays  of 
the  end  of  the  review. 

Each  comment  will  be 
discussed  individually, 
and  an  agreement  reached 
and  recorded  between  the 
team  and  SO  staff 
regarding  how  it  will  be 
addressed . 

d.  Within  two  workdays  of  the 
close  of  the  meeting,  the  PECS 
coordinator  will  prepare  an 
agreement  memo  which  either: 

Grants  the  District 
approval  to  print  the 
document ; 

Grants  the  District 
approval  to  print  subject 
to  adequately  addressing 
certain  identified 
comments ; 

Grants  the  District 
approval  to  print  with 
the  provision  that 
certain  changes  be  made 
in  the  document  when  the 
DEIS  is  revised  to  the 
PFEIS;  or 

Withholds  approval  to 
print  and  requires  the 
District  to  make 
extensive  revisions  in 
the  PDEIS  and  schedules  a 
second  review  and  meeting. 

e.  The  PECS  coordinator  is 
responsible  for  preparing  a 
briefing  for  the  State 
Director  following  reviews  of 
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SO  REVIEW/ EVALUATION 


Post-Review 


f. 


preliminary  draft  and  final 
EISs.  This  briefing  must 
summarize  all  (major)  concerns 
raised  during  the  review  and 
identify  what  specifically 
must  be  done  before  granting 
the  District  approval  to 
print.  The  briefing  should  be 
attended  by  the  Chief, 
Division  of  Resources.  If  a 
meeting  with  the  team  was 
held,  the  briefing  should 
follow  that  meeting  and  be 
attended  by  the  team  leader. 

Following  review  of 
preliminary  and  final 
preparation  plans,  proposed 
action  and  alternatives,  and 
(when  no  meeting  is  deemed 
necessary)  preliminary  final 
EISs,  the  PECS  coordinator 
will  prepare  a  cover  memo  to 
the  District  Manager  (see 
Appendix  22)  and  enclose 
copies  of  the  completed 
worksheets  and  any  Washington 
Office  comments. 


g.   The  EIS  team  must  prepare 

responses  to  those  Worksheet  I 
comments  received  following  a 
review.  The  responses  will  be 
prepared  using  Worksheet  II. 

h.   As  reviews  of  Notices  of 
Intent,  and  draft  and  final 
EISs  are  primarily 
"quick-check"  or  compliance 
reviews,  no  response  to  the 
District  is  necessary  unless 
major  problems  are 
identified.  The  documents 
will  instead  be  forwarded 
directly  to  the  Federal 
Register  or  printer. 
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6.   Physical  Standards 

All  components  of  the  document 
(summary,  table  of  contents,  body 
of  document,  glossary,  Index, 
appendices)  must  be  completed.  The 
document  must  be  typed  and  may  be 
sent  as  a  double-spaced  draft. 
Documents  must  be  bound  (stapled, 
within  binders  or  folders,  etc.) 
and  not  simply  clipped  together. 
The  document  must  come  as  a 
complete  package,  not  in 
"installments."  If  any  of  these 
standards  are  not  met,  the 
documents  will  be  returned  to  the 
District  as  unsatisfactory.  Final 
DEISs  and  FEISs  must  be  sent  in 
camera-ready  condition. 

I.  REVIEW  OF  OTHER  AGENCY  ENVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENTS 

BLM  is  legally  obligated  to  comment  on 
all  environmental  documents  prepared  by 
other  Federal  agencies  whenever  BLM  has 
either  legal  jurisdiction  or  special 
expertise  with  regard  to  the  proposal. 
This  includes  Notices  of  Intent; 
Environmental  Reports,  Assessments  or 
Impact  Statements;  and  Findings  of  No 
Significant  Impact. 

1.   Review  Coordination 

PECS  coordinates  review  of  other 
agencies'  documents  for 
California.  Coordination  includes: 

a.  Assigning  documents  to 
divisions  or  districts  for 
review; 

b.  Establishing  field  response 
deadlines; 

c.  Consolidating  California-BLM 
comments ; 

d.  Transmitting  comments  within 
required  timeframes  to  the 
appropriate  consolidating 
agency  as  directed  by  the  WO; 
and 


SO  REVIEW/EVALUATION 
Physical   Standards 


OTHER  AGENCIES'  DOCUMENTS 


Review  Coordination 
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OTHER  AGENCIES'  DOCUMENTS 
Review  Coordination 


e.   Transmitting  a  copy  of  the 
consolidated  comments  to  all 
responding  offices. 

Formal  review  request  and  responses 
are  transmitted  at  the  Department 
(and  Bureau)  level.  The  Secretary 
has  designated  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Project  Review  (OEPR) 
as  the  Department's  coordinating 
office.  OEPR  transmits  the  request 
and  documents  to  the  appropriate 
bureaus.  The  Director  has 
designated  the  Office  of  Planning, 
Inventory  and  Environmental 
Coordination  (OPIEC)  as  the 
Bureau's  coordinating  office.  The 
OPEIC  (202-B)  in  turn  transmits  the 
documents  to  the  State  Office 
Planning  and  Environmental 
Coordination  Staffs,  together  with 
review  deadlines  and  instructions 
on  where  to  send  comments. 
Comments  resulting  from  reviews  of 
DOI  documents  are  normally 
forwarded  directly  to  the 
originating  agency.  Those  re- 
sulting from  reviews  of  non-DOI 
documents  are  normally  sent  to  a 
designated  DOI  agency  field  office, 
where  all  DOI  comments  are  com- 
piled and  forwarded  to  the  OEPR's 
Regional  Environmental  Officer  in 
San  Francisco  for  signature.  Less 
frequently  (primarily  in  the  case 
of  power  project  related  documents) 
OEPR's  Washington  Office  will 
compile  the  comments. 

Documents  may  also  be  received 
directly  from  the  originating 
agency.  When  that  agency  is  a 
Federal  organization,  the  same 
document  will  normally  have  been 
sent  to  the  OEPR.  The  document 
should  then  be  treated  as  an 
advance  copy  pending  receipt  of 
OEPR  instructions  and  review 
deadlines,  and  W.O.  202-B  should  be 
notified  that  the  State  Office  has 
received  the  document. 

The  OEPR  does  not  normally  receive 
and  forward  environmental  documents 
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from  local  governments.  Therefore, 
W.O.  202-B  need  not  be  informed 
when  such  a  document  arrives.  The 
State  Office  will  respond  directly 
to  the  originating  agency  in  these 
cases. 


OTHER  AGENCIES  DOCUMENTS 


Review  Coordination 


Environmental  documents  received  in 
District  Offices  are  sometimes  not 
sent  to  PECS.  In  most  cases  these 
concern  actions  which  will  have 
little  effect  on  public  lands  and 
can  be  responded  to  directly  by  the 
District.  When  significant  impacts 
on  public  lands  may  occur,  the 
District  environmental  coordinator 
should  contact  the  PECS 
coordinator;  disposition  of  the 
document  will  be  handled  on  a 
case-by-case  basis. 

2.   Levels  of  Review 


Review  Levels 


PECS  routinely  screens  all  incoming 
requents  to  determine  the 
appropriate  level  of  formal 
review.  There  are  four  levels: 

a.  Level  I  -  No  Comment/No  Review 

If  Bureau  jurisdiction  or 
expertise  is  not  involved,  the 
PECS  coordinator  will  not  send 
the  document  out  for  review. 
A  no  comment  response  will  be 
prepared  (in  memo  form  within 
the  Department;  in  letter 
form,  otherwise)  with  copies 
to  the  District  Manager  and 
W.O.  202-B. 

b.  Level  II  -  District  Only 
Review: 

The  PECS  coordinator 
determines  that  public  lands 
may  or  will  be  affected  by  the 
proposal,  the  scale  of  the 
proposal  is  small  (i.e., 
highway  bridge  or  a  minor 
addition  to  a  hydroelectric 
plant),  and  no  significant 
impacts  are  likely. 
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OTHER  AGENCIE'S  DOCUMENTS 
Review  Levels 


c.  Level  III  -  District  and  SO 
Division  of  Resources  Review: 

The  PECS  coordinator 
determines  that  public  lands 
and/or  programs  may  or  will  be 
significantly  affected  by  the 
proposal.  Examples  include 
the  New  Melones  DEIS 
(potential  elimination  of  the 
Bureau's  white-  water  rapids 
program) ,  the  California  City 
DEIS  (potential  impact  on 
Desert  Tortoise  Natural  Area) 
and  the  North  Fork  American 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  Proposal 
(prepared  by  the  Forest 
Service  with  BLM  assistance). 

d.  Level  IV  -  BLM  Lead  Agency  for 
DOI: 


Review  will  be  conducted 
within  California  as  under 
Level  III.  Comments  from  all 
appropriate  DOI  agencies  will 
be  compiled  by  PECS. 


Review 


3.   The  Review 


Distribution: 

Normally,  one  copy  of  the 
document  will  be  provided  to 
each  reviewing  office  (i.e., 
District,  Resource  Area,  SO 
Division).  Documents  will  be 
sent  from  the  PECS  coordinator 
to  the  District  Environmental 
Coordinator.  Cover 
instructions  will  specify 
review  due  date,  special 
concerns,  and  any  specialists 
whose  comments  are 
particularly  desired.  One 
copy  of  the  document  will  be 
kept  by  the  PECS  coordinator. 

Review 

It  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  SO  Division  of  Resources 
coordinator  and  the  District 
Environmental  Coordinator  to 
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ensure  all  relevant  OTHER  AGENCIES1  DOCUMENTS 

specialists  have  been  provided 

an  opportunity  to  review  the  Review 

document.  They  will  also  make 

sure  that  all  comments  are 

assembled,  reviewed,  and 

forwarded  in  legible  form,  to 

the  PECS  coordinator  by  the 

review  due  date.  Regarding 

Level  IV  reviews,  the  PECS 

coordinator  is  responsible  for 

contacting  those  agencies  to 

assure  that  their  deadlines 

will  be  met.  Late  comments 

from  other  agencies,  if 

substantive,  cannot  be  ignored 

if: 

The  agency  can 
demonstrate  an  overriding 
need  for  its  comments  to 
be  considered  by  the 
ElS-originating  agency; 

The  agency  states  it  will 
provide  (at  a  minimum)  an 
advance  (telefaxed)  copy 
of  comments  upon  their 
completion ; 

Comments  will  not  be  so 
late  as  to  prohibit  their 
incorporation  into  the 
FEIS. 

c.   Compilation  of  Comments 

The  PECS  coordinator  is 
responsible  for  reviewing  all 
comments  for  adequacy  and 
compiling  them  in  a  response 
memo  (or  letter  if  addressed 
outside  the  Department). 
Comments  must  be  constructive 
and  specific  (or  supported  by 
specific  examples),  must  not 
be  the  result  of  a 
misinterpretation  of  the 
document,  and  should  not 
question  the  professional 
expertise  or  integrity  of  the 
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OTHER  AGENCIES'  DOCUMENTS 


Revi ew 


document's  authors.  Similiar 
comments  must  be  combined. 
Opinions  and  recommendations 
are  permissible,  although  they 
must  occur  only  in  a 
specifically  identified 
"summary  section"  at  the  end 
of  the  memo.  Where  comments 
contradict  each  other,  the 
PECS  coordinator  will 
determine  if  any  one  comment 
is  clearly  more  correct  than 
the  other.  If  a  clear 
distinction  is  not  possible, 
the  commentors  should  be 
contacted.  Where  comments  are 
rejected,  the  PECS  coordinator 
should  keep  a  record  of  the 
reason(s),  and  must  inform  the 
commentor  when  any  significant 
comments  are  rejected.  When, 
during  a  Level  IV  review, 
another  agency's  comment  is 
omitted  from  the  DOI 
consolidated  comments,  the 
attached  cover  memo  must  note 
this.  Comments  consolidated 
for  the  Regional  Environmental 
Officer's  signature  must  be 
typed  as  a  double-spaced  draft 
and  enclosed  under  a  cover 
memo,  together  with  the 
original  comments  submitted  by 
the  DOI  agencies. 


Review  of  Final  EIS/EIR 


4.   Review  of  Final  EIS/EIR 

A  review  is  necessary  only  if  BLM 
made  substantial  comments  on  the 
draft.  The  PECS  coordinator 
reviews  the  final  document  to 
ensure  that  all  BLM  comments  were 
considered  and  responded  to.  When 
a  comment  regarding  a  significant 
impact  from  or  deficiency  in  the 
EIS  proposal  is  not  adequately 
addressed,  the  author(s)  of  the 
comment(s)  should  be  informed. 
After  being  informed  he  may  submit 
to  the  PECS  coordinator  comments, 
warnings,  and/or  suggestions  to  be 
relayed  to  the  originating  agency. 
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J.  COMMENT  GUIDELINES 


COMMENT  GUIDELINES 


The  list  of  EIS  quality  standards  and 
criteria  (see  Appendix  23)  should  be 
used  as  general  guidelines  in 
determining  the  technical  adequacy  of 
the  document  being  reviewed.  In 
addition,  the  review  must  also  identify 
the  following: 

Bureau  lands  or  programs  which  will 
be  affected  by  the  proposal  and/or 
alternatives,  and  the  degree  and 
nature  of  the  impact. 

Sources  of  information  which  are 
available  and  which  can  be  used  by 
the  EIS  team  to  correct 
deficiencies  in  the  EIS. 


Several  examples  of  review  comments  are 
presented  below.  All  were  drawn  from 
reviews  of  environmental  documents 
prepared  between  1978  and  1980. 

1.  Type  and  Tone  of  Comments 

In  addition  to  the  identification 
technical  inadequacies,  the  overall 
tone  of  commenting  memos,  their 
organization,  and  the  types  of 
comments  present  are  very 
important.  Comments  must  be 
substantial  and  constructive;  those 
which  are  vindictive  and 
accusatory,  as  well  as  those  which 
are  little  more  than  sweeping 
generalizations,  will  provide  no 
assistance  to  the  EIS  team.  Harsh 
criticism  should  only  be  used  where 
it  is  definitely  warranted,  and 
then  only  when  strongly  supported 
by  specific  technical  examples. 

2.  Comments  to  Include 


Type/Tones  of  Comments 


Comments   to  Include 


Comments  may  be  in  the  form  of  an 
identification  of  general  in- 
adequacies, providing  the  comment 
is  supported  by  examples  and,  if 
available,  sources  of  additional 
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COMMENT  GUIDELINES 

Comments  to  Include 


information.  These  should  be 
in  a  section  of  the  letter  or 
memo  under  the  subheading 
"General  Comments."  Two 
examples  follow. 

"Visual  Resources:  We 
are  concerned  regarding 
the  adequacy  of  the 
discussion  of  visual 
resources.  It  appears 
that  no  quantifiable 
system  (such  as  that 
outlined  in  the  BLM's 
8400  VRM  Manual,  which  is 
being  used  in  the 
preparation  of  the  BLM 
Coso  Geothermal 
Development  ES)  was  used 
in  making  the  decisions 
and  conclusions  arrived 
at  by  this  statement. 
The  scenic  quality 
descriptions  and  impact 
analysis  are  too  general; 
for  example,  there  is  no 
reference  to  scenic 
quality  class,  visual 
sensitivity,  distance 
zones  management 
objectives  and  a  thorough 
contrast  rating  in  this 
document.  Therefore,  it 
is  difficult  to  relate 
the  EIS  analysis  to 
actual  on-site 
conditions.  We  suggest 
that  the  Navy  rework  its 
discussion  of  visual 
resources  along  Manual 
8400  guidelines  as  this 
would  render  the 
discussion  both  more 
systematic  and  more 
compatible  with  the  BLM 
Coso  ES." 

AND 

"The  affected  environment 
fails  to  describe  any  of 
the  values  associated 
with  this  portion  of  the 
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river.  The  EIS  should 
describe  those  resources 
subject  to  impact  from 
inundation.  These 
include,  in  addition  to 
recreation  values,  the 
canyon's  geologic 
attributes  (the  deepest 
limestone  river  canyon  on 
the  West  Coast, 
eighty-five  known  caves, 
and  a  comprehensive 
display  of  Sierren 
geologic  history),  scenic 
qualities  (having  been 
identified  by  BLM  as 
possessing  a  Class  A 
(High)  scenic  quality 
rating)  and  its  location 
within  100  miles  of  five 
million  people.  The 
Chapter  should  also  note 
the  dependence  of 
numerous  commercial 
rafting  concerns  on  use 
of  the  river;  gross 
receipts,  for  example, 
amounted  to  1.2  million 
dollars  in  1978.  The  EIS 
team  can  obtain  a 
description  of  these 
values  from  Addendum  One 
to  the  SID,  the 
Stanislaus  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  Assessment, 
which  was  prepared  by  a 
Departmental  Interagency 
Task  Force  in  January 
1980." 


COMMENT  GUIDELINES 


Comments  to  Include 


Under  the  subheading  "Specific 
Comments,"  detailed  comments 
related  to  facts  or  figures, 
one-page  discussions,  tables, 
etc.,  can  be  presented.  These 
should  refer  to  the  page  or 
pages  on  which  they  occur  in 
this  document,  and  should 
follow  the  procedures 
described  above.  Comments 
should  be  arranged  page  by 
page,  not  resource  by  resource 
or  issue  by  issue.  Examples 
follow. 


111-29 


COMMENT  GUIDELINES 


Comments  to  Include 


"Specific  Comments 

"Page  28  -  The  genus  of 
the  Mohave  ground 
squirrel  is 
Spermorphilus,  not 
Citellus. 

"Page  36  -  There  is  a 
reference  here  to  load 
mining  claims.  We  assume 
what  is  meant  is  'lode.' 

"Page  64,  Paragraph  3  - 
Bighorn  sheep  are  noT 
likely  to  share  their 
range  with  the  Army. 
There  is  good  evidence  to 
show  that  bighorn  quickly 
abandon  habitat  when 
vehicle  disturbance 
occurs. 

"Page  65  -  The  prairie 
falcon  is  a  species  which 
is  extremely  sensitive  to 
disturbance  during  the 
breeding-nesting  season. 
Nest  abandonment  occurs 
when  the  disturbance 
occurs  more  than 
occasionally.  In  order 
that  impacts  will  be 
properly  evaluated, 
locations  where  nesting 
occurs  must  be  known. 
Adjacent  desert  areas 
have  fairly  high 
densities  of  nesting 
sites  so  it  is  reasonable 
to  assume  that  the  same 
is  true  of  Fort  Irwin. 

"Page  79,  Paragraph  6  - 
It  is  not  correct  to 
state  that  'the  Bureau  is 
not  including  any  part  of 
Fort  Irwin  in  its 
resource  inventory 
wcrk. *  Section  204  of 
the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  of 
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1976  establishes  new         COMMENT  GUIDELINES 
withdrawal  review  res- 
ponsibilities for  BLM  Comments  to  Include 
which  will  result  in  BLM 
showing  increased 
interest  in  certain 
withdrawals  in  the  near 
future. 

A  summary  comment  stating 
approval,  disapproval, 
support,  objections,  and  other 
opinions  regarding  the 
proposal  and /or  alternatives 
can  be  included  if  it  is 
included  under  the  subheading 
"Summary  Comment."  Such 
statements  must  be  subject  to 
the  same  guidelines  as 
described  for  general 
statements  (see  above) . 
Examples  follow. 

"Summary  Comment 

"Since  the  most 
significant  visual  and 
erosional  impacts  upon 
public  lands  will  be 
caused  by  the  disposal  of 
tunnel  waste  material,  we 
feel  obligated  to  state 
our  alternative  pre- 
ferences. Regarding 
Exhibit  W,  P. 105,  we 
prefer  construction  by  a 
tunnel  boring  machine 
(involving  a  greater 
percentage  of  fines) 
since  the  disposal  site 
would  then  be  easier  to 
shape  and  rehabilitate 
with  vegetation. 
Regarding  Exhibit  W,  page 
108,  we  would  prefer  the 
alternative  of  selling 
850,000  cubic  yards  of 
disposal  material  for 
road  bed  material. 

AND 
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COMMENT  GUIDELINES  "Summary  Comment 

Comments   to  Include  "We  continue  to  question 

the  necessity  of  the 
project  (See  first  DOI 
comment  to  the  DEIS). 
Assuming  construction 
will  take  place,  however, 
the  option  to  realign  the 
road  behind  the  eroded 
cliff  should  be  chosen. 
This  will  avoid  impacts 
to  the  cliffs  and  to 
Devils  Gate.  Protecting 
this  important  wildlife 
area  should  be  the  main 
concern,  rather  than  the 
aesthetic  values  of  the 
formation  to  the  highway 
user." 

Comments  to  Avoid  3.   Comments  to  Avoid 

Do  not  approve  or  disapprove  of  the 
proposed  action  and/or  an 
alternative,  except  in  the  form  of 
a  summary  comment  at  the  end  of  the 
comment  letter  or  memo.  For 
example,  avoid  the  following: 

"I  think  the  energy 
requirements  outweigh  the 
losses  to  fish  and  wildlife 
and  the  project  should 
proceed . " 

or 

"On  page  108  -  We  would  prefer 
the  alternative  selling 
850,000  cu.  yds.  of..." 

Do  not  question  the  motives  of 
those  who  wrote  the  EIS.  For 
example,  avoid  the  following: 

"A  playdown. . .  I  suspect  they 
are  making  a  big  issue  out  of 
the  rare  and  endangered  plants 
to  prove  they  are  en 
vironmental -minded . " 
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or 

"I  don't  think  this  should  fly 
-  pardon  my  paranoia  -  I  am 
suspicious." 

Avoid  sweeping  generalizations 
unsupported  by  specific  points, 
such  as  the  following: 

"The  overall  section  on  flora 
is  very  weak!"  (How  is  it 
weak?  What  specific  points 
should  be  included  in  the 
discussion?) 

or 

"The  assessment  of  impacts  is 

very  sketchy  and  brief.  It  is 

not  adequate.  Very  little  is 
said . " 

Do  not  criticize  the  literary 
quality  and  style  of  the  document 
unless  the  reader's  ability  to 
understand  and  follow  the  text  is 
severely  hampered. 

When  commenting  on  non -Bureau 
documents,  do  not  write  the 
comments  as  though  they  were  being 
written  as  a  briefing  paper  for  the 
District  Manager.  The  comments  are 
BLM's  advice  to  another  agency  and 
should  be  written  as  such.  For 
example,  a  statement  such  as  "I 
think  BLM  should  ask  HCRS  to 
conduct  an  RT&E  plant  survey" 
should  be  written,  "We  suggest  HCRS 
conduct  an  RT&E  plant  survey." 

A.   Toning  Down 

When  EIS  comments  are  compiled  by 
PECS,  it  is  often  necessary  to 
tone-down  language  used  in 
comments.  Except  in  rare  cases 
where  severe  deficiencies  or 
distortion  exist,  the  use  of  such 
language,  or  "red-flag" 


COMMENT  GUIDELINES 

Comments  to  Avoid 


Toning  Down 


Ul-33 


COMMENT  GUIDELINES  terminology,  is  self-defeating,  as 

it  tends  to  motivate  the  EIS  team 
Toning  Down  receiving  the  comment  to  ignore 

it.  Examples  of  words  or  phrases 
toned  down  from  past  review 
comments  follow: 


COMMENT  AS 

PECS  "TONED-DOWN" 

SUBMITTED 

VERSION 

Not  Acceptable 

Less  than 

Adequate 

Totally  Biased 

Somewhat 

Misleading 

Impossible  and 

Inappropriate 

Outrageous 

I 

We 

They 

You  (or 

Agency  Name) 

Proposal  is 

Proposal  is 

Great! 

Excellent. 

CONSULTATION/COORDINATION     K.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 

Proper  coordination  with  State  agencies 
is  vital.  See  Appendix  24  for 
information  on  how  and  when  to 
coordinate  with  the  State  Clearinghouse. 

Federal  law  or  policy  identifies  several 
activities  which,  when  encountered 
during  development  of  an  EA  or  EIS, 
require  a  formal  consultation  process 
with  another  Federal  agency.  The 
following  list  shows  the  activities 
requiring  formal  consultation  and  the 
agency  to  be  consulted.  Early  contact 
with  the  appropriate  program  specialist 
in  the  SO  Division  of  Resources  is 
recommended. 
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CONSULTATION/COORDINATION 


Item 

Basis  of 
Requirement 

Antiquities  Act, 

1906 
Preservation  Act, 

1966 
Exec.  Order  11593 

Agency  to  be 
Consulted 

State  Historic 
Preservation 
Officer  (SHPO) 

BLM 
Direction 

Cultural 
(Historical) 
Resources 

BLM  8100 

Flood  Plains 

Exec.  Order  11988 

CEQ,  EPA,  FWS, 
State  DEQ, 
Public  Notice 

BLM  7221 

Endangered  or 
Threatened 
Species 

Sec.  7  of  Endan- 
gered Species 
Act 

FWS  (through 
Division  of 
Resources 

IM  79-64 
IM  79-250 
BLM  6840 

(Wildlife) 
BLM  7170 

(Plants) 

Prime  or  Unique 
Farmlands 

PL-95-87 

SCS  State 
Conservationist 
(EA  Review) 

IM  77-536 

(Formal)  Review  of 
EAs/EISs  by 
State  Gov. 

Intergovernmental 
Cooperation  Act 
1971  CEQ, 
Sec.  1506.6 

State  Clearing 
House,  Circular 
A-95,  Local 
Groups,  etc. 

Draft  Handbook 
1127 

Water 

Sec.  404  Clean 
Water  Act 

Corps  of  Eng. 

IM  79-372 

National  Point 
Source  Discharge 
System,  Clean 
Water  Act 

State  DEQ,  Water 
Quality  Div. 

Wetlands 

Exec.  Order  11990 

Issue  Public 
Notice 

BLM  6740 
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MONITORING/MITIGATION        L.  MONITORING  AND  MITIGATION 
Monitoring  1.   Monitoring 


Monitoring  is  the  design  and 
implementation  of  a  system  to 
measure  changes  and  provide 
feedback  on  the  accuracy  of  impact 
predictions,  the  effectiveness  of 
applied  mitigation,  and  decision 
modifications  required  to  correct 
deficiencies  of  design  or  miti- 
gation. The  monitoring  system  may 
vary  greatly  depending  upon  the 
complexity  of  the  action  and  the 
degree  of  uncertainty  in  the 
original  decision.  It  is  the 
formal  follow-up  process  to 
decisionmaking,  including  the 
traditional  function  of  surface 
compliance.  Additionally,  CEQ 
regulations  place  emphasis  on: 

Making  the  results  of 
monitoring  available  to  the 
public ; 

Assuring  cooperating  agencies 
that  BLM  is  carrying  forward 
their  mitigation  requirements; 
and 

Limiting  the  implementation  of 
actions  where  funding  for 
required  mitigation  is  not 
available. 

There  are  two  basic  types  of 
monitoring:  component  monitoring 
and  project  monitoring. 

a.   Component  monitoring 

Component  monitoring  is  what 
most  of  us  consider 
"monitoring"  to  be.  It 
focuses  on  parts  of  the 
environment  deemed  by  the  Area 
Manager  to  be  most  important 
to  monitor  for  future 
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management  changes  (water 
quality  and  the  population  of 
an  endangered  bird  species  are 
possible  examples) .  See 
Section  II,  G,  "Environmental 
Consequences." 

Pro.ject  monitoring 

Project  monitoring  is  an 
administrative  tool  that  PECS 
will  use  to  keep  track  of,  in 
a  general  way,  the 
effectiveness  of  our 
environmental  efforts.  It 
will  use  whatever  information 
is  readily  available  - 
component  monitoring  data,  the 
opinion  of  the  Area  Manager  or 
a  specialist,  etc.  Provides  a 
means  of  determining  the 
accuracy  and  effectiveness  of 
the  more  important  predictions 
and  recommendations  developed 
during  the  planning  and 
environmental  analysis 
processes.  This  long-term 
effort  will  provide  a  basis 
for  better  future  decisions 
and  allow  a  more  rational 
allocation  of  workmonths  and 
money  to  the  environmental 
analysis  program.  However,  it 
does  not  satisfy  requirements 
for  scientific  component 
monitoring. 

The  project  monitoring  file 
will  be  maintained  by  the  SO 
Environmental  Coordination 
Staff  (ECS)  Chief.  For  each 
EIS  and  major  EA  the 
documentation  will  usually 
consist  of:  (1)  a  cover  sheet 
showing  the  title  of  the 
project,  the  date  of 
publication  of  the  Notice  of 
Availability  (NOA) ,  number  of 
copies  printed  and  the  cost  of 
printing,  the  number  of 
workmonths  used  for,  and 


MONITORING/MITIGATION 


Moni toring 
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MONITORING/MITIGATION 
Monitoring 


number  of  pages  in  the  draft 
and  final  documents;  (2)  the 
final  Monthly  Progress  Report 
showing  the  target  date  and 
actual  completion  dates  for 
milestones  from  the  NOI  to  the 
NOA  for  the  final  document;  3) 
the  initial  monitoring  report, 
consisting  of  sections  briefly 
describing: 

Major  features  of  the 
proposed  action; 
Changes  in  the  proposed 
action  that  resulted  from 
the  EA  process,  in- 
cluding major  mitigation; 
Implementation  schedule 
in  final  EA/EIS; 
Major  impacts  predicted; 
Monitoring  committed  to; 
and 

Major  mitigation 
committed  to; 

(4)  the  baseline  report  which 
describes  the  proposed  action 
just  prior  to  implementation 
—  if  the  proposed  action  does 
not  change  between  FEIS  and 
implementation,  the  initial 
report  serves  as  the  baseline 
report;  and  (5)  periodic 
update  sheets  showing  the 
following  at  1  to  5  year 
intervals: 

Actual  implementation 

schedule; 

The  accuracy  of  major 

impact  predictions; 

Actual  monitoring 

accomplished;  and 

Actual  mitigation. 

See  Appendix  25  for  project 
monitoring  forms. 
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2.   Mitigation 

CEQ  regulations  have  expanded  the 
definition  of  mitigation  to  include: 

Avoiding  an  impact  by  not 
taking  or  approving  an  action; 

Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting 
the  degree  or  magnitude  of  the 
action  or  its  implementation; 

Compensating  for  the  impact  by 
replacing  or  providing 
substitute  resources, 
environs,  or  habitat;  and 

Reducing  or  eliminating  the 
impact  over  some  stated  time 
period. 

Mitigation  does  not  include  efforts 
or  measures  which  are  part  of  the 
designed  proposed  action  or  project 
through  regulations,  law  or 
policy.  Such  mandated  items  should 
be  mentioned  or  described  in  the 
"description  of  the  proposed  action 
and  alternatives"  portion  of  the 
analyses  since  this  may  help  reduce 
the  length  of  the  remaining 
sections  in  the  EIS  or  EA. 

Mitigation  measures  recommended  in 
an  EA  must  be  real,  enforceable, 
and  reasonable.  Mitigation 
measures  in  a  Final  EIS  must  also 
be  committed  to  by  the 
decisionmaker  and  any  applicant 
(see  Section  III  G,  Environmental 
Consequences) .  Description  of  the 
measure  should  include  who  is 
responsible  for  enforcement  and 
when,  where,  or  how  often  it  will 
occur. 

Generally,  mitigation  exerts  the 
minimum  control  necessary  to 
protect  the  environment.  Measures 
accepted  by  management  in  any 
decision  documentation  must  be 
carried  forward  as  stipulations  in 
the  authorizing  document. 


MONITORING/MITIGATION 
Mitigation 
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MONITORING/MITIGATION 
Monitoring  Feedback 


3.   Monitoring  Feedback  Loop 

Part  of  the  monitoring  process  is 
providing  information  gathered  from 
the  system  to  managers  and  staff 
specialists  to  improve  impact 
prediction  and  to  increase  the 
effectiveness  of  mitigation. 

To  this  end,  District  Managers  are 
urged  to  develop  a 
feedback/information  loop  between 
the  surface  compliance  function  and 
the  environmental  information  data 
base  for  use  by  program  managers 
and  staff  specialists.  Overall 
goals  are: 

To  increase  accuracy  in 
identifying  and  forecasting 
potential  impacts  and  problems 
by  improving  staff 
specialists'  knowledge  and 
understanding  of  field 
operations; 

To  develop  practical  and 
effective  mitigation  for  all 
field  activities; 

To  notify  Area  Managers  of 
ongoing  District  staff 
activities  within  their 
resource  area; 

To  develop  a  District 
environmental  information 
reservoir  to  aid  the  analysis 
and  tracking  of  cumulative 
impacts  in  either  the  planning 
or  environmental  analysis 
process;  and, 

To  document  the  quality  of 
decisions  as  measured  by  en- 
vironmental enhancement  or 
protection. 
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M.  PREPARATION  PLANS  PREPARATION  PLANS 

1.  RMP/EIS  (This  section  will  be  rmp/eis 

completed  later. ) 

a.  Preliminary  Preparation  Plan 

b.  Preparation  Plan 

2.  Other  EISs  and  Major  EAs:  other  eiss /Major  eas 

a.   Preliminary  Preparation  Plan 

The  preliminary  preparation 
plan  provides  the  basic  (but 
tentative)  information  on 
which  the  Notice  of  Intent  is 
based.  It  includes 
information  such  as: 

Tentative  proposed  action 
and  alternatives; 
Known  issues; 
Probable  study  area; 
Other  agency  involvement 
-  jurisdiction, 
expertise,  etc. ; 
Identification  of  problem 
areas ; 

Organization  and  method 
of  development  proposed; 
and 

Public  involvement 
proposed,  including  the 
time  and  location  of 
scoping  meetings, 
identification  of  groups 
or  individuals  to  be 
involved,  and  techniques 
to  be  used  to  involve 
them. 

Submit  the  original  and  one 
copy  of  the  preliminary 
preparation  plan  to  the  State 
Director  (911)  for  review. 
The  SO  Division  of  Resources 
will  be  given  the  opportunity 
to  review  all  preliminary  and 
"final"  preparation  plans, 
including  EIS  mockups. 
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PREPARATION  PLANS  Depending  upon  the  degree  of 

change  needed,  revisions  will 
other  Eiss/Major  eas  either  be  made  through 

telephone  negotiations  between 
the  District  and  the  State 
Offices  or  the  draft  will  be 
returned  to  the  District  for 
necessary  revisions.  The 
State  Director  will  forward  an 
information  copy  of  the 
"final"  preliminary 
preparation  plan  to  the 
appropriate  Washington  Office 
staff. 

The  PECS  coordinator  is 
responsible  for  preparing  a 
briefing  for  the  State 
Director  following  the  review 
of  the  preliminary  preparation 
plan.  This  briefing  should 
summarize  all  major  points 
identifed  in  the  document  and 
identify  all  major  problems 
expected  to  arise  in  the 
course  of  EIS/EA  preparation. 

b.   Preparation  Plan 

The  preparation  plan  is 
developed  partly  from  the 
preliminary  preparation  plan 
after  the  scoping  meetings. 
The  most  important  part  of  it 
is  the  EIS  mockup,  which 
requires  considerable  effort 
by  the  team  leader.  But  this 
effort  early  in  the  EIS 
writing  process  will  save  much 
effort  and  prevent  much 
confusion  later  on. 

The  mockup  should  be  the  same 
number  of  pages  and  have  the 
same  format  as  the  real 
document.  All  readily 
available  information, 
sections,  tables,  etc.,  should 
be  included.  It  should  tell 
team  members  what  and  how  much 
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information  they  are  expected 
to  provide  and  where  it  will 
go.  Mockups  of  other  EISs  can 
serve  as  a  guide  for  the  team 
leader.  Copies  of  the  Sierra, 
Cal-Neva,  and  other  range  EIS 
mockups  are  available  on 
request  from  the  SO  ECS. 

Other  items  to  be  included  in 
preparation  plans  are:* 

1)   Issues — Major  issues 
related  to  the  proposed 
program  should  be 
identified  and  briefly 
described. 


PREPARATION  PLANS 


Other  EISs/Major  EAs 


2)  Description  of  Proposed 
TEIion  and  Alternatives 
— Title  and  very  brief 
description  of  proposed 
action  and  alternative. 
Include  a  map  of  the 
study  area. 

3)  Relationship  of  Planning 
Documents  to  Development 
of  Alternatives — Explain 
status  of  planning 
documents  and  how  the 
alternatives  were 
developed. 

4)  Public  Involvement 

— Preplanning,  scoping , 
review  of  DEIS. 

5)  Interrelationships  with 
Other  Agencies  and 
Groups — Explain  relevant 
jurisdictional  overlaps 
with  State,  Federal,  and 
local  agencies  and  groups, 

6)  Team  Organization — Who 
does  what  -  narrative  and 
chart. 


Those  items  included  in  the  mockup  need 
not  be  repeated  in  the  preparation  plan 
but  should  be  cross-referenced. 
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PREPARATION  PLANS 

Other  EISs/Major  EAs 


7)  Schedule— Key  dates 
through  NOA  for  FEIS. 
Show  completion  date  and 
time  required  for  each 
major  task. 

8)  Problems—Describe  data 
gaps  and  any  other 
difficulties  that  may  be 
encountered. 

Preparation  plans  should  be 
brief,  not  more  than  12  pages 
plus  the  mockup.  Information 
not  useful  to  the  Area 
Manager,  team  leader,  or  team 
members  should  be  excluded. 
Sample  preparation  plans  can 
be  obtained  from  the  SO  ECS. 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 


EISs 


N.  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 

BLM  managers  must  diligently  invite  and 
utilize  public  input.  The  degree  of 
public  involvement  necessary  depends  on 
several  related  factors.  Among  those 
are  the  nature,  complexity  and  scope  of 
the  proposal;  public  interest  generated 
or  indicated  at  the  local,  regional,  or 
national  level;  the  amount  of 
coordination  with  other  agencies  or 
groups  necessary j  and  any  legal  public 
involvement  requirements.  In  all  cases, 
any  persons  or  interests  who  are 
directly  affected  by  a  proposed  action 
or  decision  should  be  notified  of  the 
upcoming  analysis  process. 

1.   EISs 

Public  involvement  requirements  for 
EISs  are  formalized  in  the  CEQ 


regulations, 
include: 


At  a  minimum,  these 


Publication  of  a  Notice  of 
Intent  in  the  Federal  Register; 

Publication  of  notices  in 
local  newspapers  and 
notification  through  other 
local  media; 
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Notification  of  persons  or 
groups  who  request  it  by  mail; 

Direct  mailing  to  nearby  or 
affected  property  owners  or 
occupants; 

Scoping  meetings; 

Fublic  review  of  DEIS;  and 

Notification  of  interested  or 
affected  parties  of  the 
decision. 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 


EISs 


2.   Routine  EAs 

EAs  which  meet  the  following 
criteria  may  be  considered  as 
"routine"  for  purposes  of  public 
involvement: 

They  are  not  controversial; 

They  are  judged  to  endanger 
little  or  no  interest;  to 
either  local  or  regional 
publics ; 

There  are  no  serious  resource 
conflicts;  and 

The  action  presents  little  or 
no  risk  to  resources  or 
ecosystems. 

Public  involvement  in  routine  EAs 
would  normally  include: 

Frequent  update  of  the  EA 
register; 

Periodic  public  notification 
that  the  EA  register  is  being 
maintained  and  is  available 
for  review  and  where  the 
register  is  located;  and 

A  sign  or  notice  at  the  front 
desk  that  the  EA  register  is 
available  for  review  and  that 
the  individual  EAs  are  avail- 
able for  review  upon  request. 


Routine  EAs 
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PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 

Routine  EAs 
Non-Routine  EAs 


This  does  not  preclude  formal  or 
informal  public  contact  on  any  EA 
if  deemed  necessary  by  the  manager. 

Non-Routine  EAs 

EAs  which  do  not  meet  the  above 
criteria  are  considered  non-routine 
for  purposes  of  public 
involvement.  These  would  require 
additional  documented  public 
involvement  or  contact.  Managers 
must  ensure  that  any  person  or 
group  who  is  affected  by,  or  has 
specifically  expressed  an  interest 
in,  an  action  is  given  adequate 
opportunity  to  provide  input  to  the 
EA  process. 

Particular  attention  must  be  given 
to  public  involvement  in  "umbrella" 
programmatic  or  regional  EAs  such 
as  oil  and  gas  EAs.  In  fact,  the 
degree  of  public  involvement  may 
approach  that  required  for  an  EIS. 

Managers  should  consider  the 
following  public  involvement  op- 
portunities: 

Media  announcements  that  an  EA 
is  being  prepared; 

Scoping  or  issue 
identification  meetings; 

Notification  to  State 
Clearinghouse  (under  0MB 
Circular  A-95); 

Open  public  workshops  or 
meetings; 

Contacts  with  specific 
interest  groups; 

Distribution  of  a  draft  EA  to 
selected  representatives  of 
groups  and  interests, 
including  placement  of  draft 
EAs  in  libraries  for  public 
review; 
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Selective  distribution  of  the 
draft  Decision  Record  —  if 
the  DR  is  distributed  in  draft 
form,  it  should  be  clearly 
marked  as  a  draft  and  should 
not  be  signed;  and 

Distribution  of  the  Decision 
Record. 

In  all  public  involvement  efforts, 
it  is  important  to  avoid  either  a 
conscious  or  inadvertent  selection 
of  publics  which  would  bias  input 
toward  a  single  viewpoint  or 
issue.  Each  office  should  develop 
a  distribution  or  contact  list  of 
publics  including  local  government 
officials,  local  planning  groups, 
industry  groups,  environmental 
groups,  and  any  groups  or 
individuals  who  have  indicated  an 
interest  in  a  specific  program  or 
geographic  area. 

Draft  and  final  EAs  and  EISs  must 
be  made  available  to  the  public  at 
no  cost  until  the  initial  supply  is 
exhausted.  If  additional  prin- 
ting or  copying  is  necessary, 
charges  shall  be  made  to  recover 
costs  in  accordance  with  43  CFR 
2.19  and  IM  #CA-77-44.  See 
Appendix  26. 


PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 


Non-Routine  EAs 


0.  SCOPING  (1501.7) 


SCOPING 


Formal  scoping  is  not  required  for  EAs; 
however,  a  process  for  early 
identification  of  issues  and  priorities 
can  greatly  facilitate  the  writing  of 
even  the  smallest  EAS.  See  the  flow 
chart  and  Scoping  Checklist  in  Appendix 
1. 
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SCOPING 

Issues /Significance 


1.   Issue  Identification  and 

Determination  of  Significance 

Issues  are  among  the  major  driving 
forces  for  the  NEPA  process  and 
thus  require  careful  attention. 
Under  the  CEQ  regulations, 
significant  issues  are  identified 
at  the  outset  of  the  environmental 
analysis  process.  These  issues,  in 
turn,  become  the  center  of  the 
analysis  effort  and  provide  a 
foundation  for  all  subsequent 
activities  —  from  data  collection 
and  the  development  of  alternatives 
to  the  selection  of  a  final  course 
of  action. 

Issue  identification  is  most 
effectively  accomplished  in  two 
phases:  an  internal,  or 
preliminary,  scoping  phase 
involving  primarily  Bureau 
managers,  resource  specialists,  and 
analysis  team  members,  and  an 
external  phase  involving  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies,  affected 
Indian  tribes,  user  groups,  and 
other  interested  persons. 
Potentially  significant  issues  are 
identified  in  the  internal  phase  of 
issue  identification  using  all 
currently  available  information. 
This  list  is  finalized  and  the 
significance  (or  insignificance)  of 
the  issues  determined  in  the 
external  or  final  phase. 


To  begin,  the  analysis  team  must 
first  define  the  standards  which  a 
topic,  or  matter,  must  meet  to  be 
considered  an  issue.  These  may 
consist  of  a  series  of  questions  or 
screens  which,  when  applied  to 
potential  topics,  will  determine 
whether  they  are  issues  which 
should  be  addressed  in  the 
environmental  analysis.  As  a 
starting  point,  the  following 
questions  may  be  considered  when 
reviewing  potential  topics.  Other 
questions  will  likely  occur  to  team 
members  as  they  appear  in  unique 
analysis  situations. 
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«   Is  the  item  within  the  SCOPING 

authority  of  the  Bureau  to 

resolve  (or  is  it  already  Issues/Significance 

covered  by  existing  laws, 
regulations,  or  executive 
orders)? 

Does  the  item  currently  affect 
Bureau  management  direction  or 
programs? 

Can  the  item  be  affected  by 
existing  Bureau  programs  or 
management  direction?  Can  the 
program  or  plan  adequately 
deal  with  this  item,  or  should 
it  be  referred  to  someone  else? 

Does  the  item  reflect 
conflicts  in  the  management  of 
resources? 

Does  the  item  indicate  a 
potential  need  for  change  in 
management,  or  can  it  be 
resolved  without  any  change  in 
commitment  of  resources  (e.g., 
by  a  policy  statement)? 

If  unresolved,  will  this  item 
foreclose  or  limit  management 
options  in  the  future? 

Does  the  item  deal  with 
conflict  "here  and  now,"  or  is 
it  only  a  concern  in  the 
future? 

More  specific  factors  are  outlined 
in  Section  1508.27  of  the  CEQ 
regulations  and  are  used  to 
determine  the  significance  of  an 
issue.  These  are  extent,  duration, 
and  intensity. 

The  "extent"  of  an  issue  refers  to 
the  geographic  distribution  of  the 
publics  likely  to  be  affected  or 
involved.  Does  the  issue  pertain 
to  local,  District-wide,  State  or 
national  levels?  What  towns, 
areas,  or  other  populations  should, 
therefore,  be  involved? 
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SCOPING 

Issues /Significance 


"Duration"  is  a  measure  of  the 
length  of  time  an  issue  is  likely 
to  be  of  public  interest.  Is  the 
issue  likely  to  generate  public 
debate  or  comment  for  only  a  short 
period  of  time,  for  the  length  of 
the  program,  or  longer?  As  a 
general  guideline,  the  analysis 
team  should  look  for  those  issues 
for  which  there  is  no  satisfactory 
procedure  for  investigation  or 
resolution  currently  available. 

"Intensity"  is  the  level  of  public 
interest  or  conflict  that  may  be 
generated  by  an  issue.  How  many 
public  interests  are  involved? 

What  is  the  current  level  of 
activity  surrounding  the  issue?  An 
issue  of  high  intensity  may 
generate  newspaper  headlines, 
petitions,  and  other  strong 
expressions  of  public  opinion. 
Issues  of  medium  intensity  may 
result  in  some  comment  in  the  news 
media  and  only  moderate  public 
discussion  or  debate.  A 
low-intensity  issue  may  be  ignored 
or  quickly  passed  over  in  favor  of 
more  important  matters.  Other 
sources  that  may  be  used  to  measure 
intensity  are  the  number  of  visits, 
letters,  complaints,  or  other 
responses  from  the  public 
concerning  the  issue  and  the  number 
of  appeals  relating  to  the  issue. 

a.   Preliminary  Issue 
Identification 

The  preliminary,  or  internal, 
process  of  issue 
identification  entails 
analyzing  and  evaluating  all 
currently  available 
information  about  potential 
Resource  Area  issues  and  will 
provide  the  starting  point  for 
public  involvement  activities 
to  be  held  throughout  the 
analysis  process. 

Common  sources  of  available 
information  may  consist  of: 
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Interviews  with  resource      SCOPING 
specialists  and  managers; 

Issues/Significance 
Existing  unit  or  Resource 

area  plans  (e.g.,  MFPs, 

URAs,  etc.); 

State  Program  Outlook 
Guides,  or  State 
Director's  guidance; 

Adjacent  Bureau  unit 
plans ; 

Other  agency  plans  such 
as  city  or  county  general 
plans,  regional  plans, 
State  resource  strategy 
plans,  etc.; 

Legal  actions  and  appeals; 

Related  plans  of  other 
agencies  and 
jurisdictions  (e.g., 
Forest  Service,  National 
Park  Service,  etc.); 

Previous  public  input 
from  other  involvement 
efforts,  local  as  well  as 
national  (e.g.,  BLM's 
wilderness  inventory); 
and, 

Bureau  regulations. 

A  complete  review  of  mass 
media  coverage  of  the  area  or 
District  over  the  past  few 
years  is  also  a  valuable 
source  of  information.  Such  a 
review  will  reveal  a 
similarity  of  issues  that 
continue  to  surface—an  index 
of  what  people  think  is 
important  in  the  management  of 
public  lands.  An  assessment 
of  political  activity  related 
to  the  Area  or  District  over 
the  past  few  years  will  also 
reveal  potential  issues. 


111-51 


SCOPING 

Issues /Significance 


"Key  contacts"  are  yet  another 
source.  They  are  the  formal 
and  informal  community  leaders 
representing  segments  of  the 
public  that  are  likely  to  be 
concerned  and  involved  in  the 
analysis  proces.  Their  input 
can  be  helpful  in  identifying 
additional  issues  that  may 
concern  different  segments  of 
the  public  and  validating 
those  already  identified  by 
the  analysis  team.  Apart  from 
these  functions,  their  input 
can  also  be  helpful  in 
identifying  other  potentially 
interested  publics  as  well  as 
those  that  can  possibly  be 
affected  by  the  proposed 
project. 

Finally,  one  other  source  that 
may  be  used  in  identifying 
issues  is  other  Resource  area 
and  District  employees.  Few 
people  are  more  familiar  with 
the  Resource  Area's  needs  than 
those  who  deal  daily  with  the 
complexities  of  on-the-ground 
resource  management.  A 
response  form  can  be  used  for 
this  purpose.  Meetings 
between  District  and  Resource 
Area  Managers,  the  analysis 
team,  and  all  District 
personnel  can  also  be  used  to 
identify  these  issues. 

One  this  wide  look  at 
potential  issues  is  completed, 
the  analysis  team  can  draft  a 
list  of  preliminary  issues, 
one  that  contains  all  of  those 
issues  that  meet  the  test  of 
the  "screening ,l  process 
described  earlier.  Issues  on 
that  list  should  then  be 
ranked  in  order  of  priority  by 
the  analysis  team  and  District 
Manager.  This  preliminary 
list  will  provide  the  basis 
for  further  analysis,  public 
involvement s  definition  of 
criteria,  and  formulation  of 
management  alternatives. 
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For  purposes  of  organization, 
the  analysis  team  may  want  to 
catalog  the  preliminary  list 
of  issues  by  resource  program 
areas  (e.g.,  lands,  minerals, 
range,  etc.).  Some  issues  may 
fall  under  more  than  one 
program  area  and  should  be 
cross-referenced.  Issues 
placed  in  each  program  area 
should  be  examined  and,  where 
feasible,  closely  related 
issues  should  be  combined. 
The  preliminary  issues  should 
then  be  summarized  and 
presented  to  the  District 
Manager  for  review  and  comment 
prior  to  public  release. 

In  summary,  the  internal 
preliminary  issue 
identification  process  should 
result  in: 

Definition  of  preliminary 
analysis  issues; 

Priority  of  those  issues 
(the  issues  should  be 
ranked  in  terms  of 
priority  or  significance 
for  internal  uses;  these 
may  or  may  not  be  ranked 
when  they  are  presented 
to  the  public  for 
review);  and 

Definition  of  inventory 
information  still  needed. 

b.   Final  Issue  Identification 

The  second  phase  of  the  issue 
identification  process  is 
external  and  will  determine 
the  direction  of  much  of  the 
analysis  to  follow.  This 
phase  will  result  in  a  list  of 
issues  that  both  the  analysis 
team  and  responsible  officials 
and  the  interested  public  feel 
should  be  addressed  in  the 
environmental  analysis. 


SCOPING 

Issues /Significance 
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SCOPING 

Issues /Significance 


This  phase  is  predicated  on 
completion  and  approval  of  a 
"preliminary  preparation 
plan."  As  outlined  above 
(Section  IV,  M,  "Preparation 
Plans"),  provides  the  basic 
information  on  which  to  base 
the  Notice  of  Intent  which 
precedes  the  formal  scoping 
process.  It  also  outlines  the 
strategies  to  be  employed  for 
involving  publics  throughout 
the  remainder  of  the  analysis 
process. 

The  analysis  team  should  plan 
and  organize  appropriate 
involvement  methods  to  make 
the  preliminary  issue  list 
available  to  the  public. 
Every  effort  should  be  made  to 
ensure  that  as  many  people  as 
possible  are  informed  of  the 
public  involvement  activities 
in  this  stage  of  the  planning 
process.  These  efforts  may 
include,  but  are  not  limited 
to: 

Sending  letters  to 
identified  interested  or 
affected  parties 
informing  them  of  the 
public  involvement 
opportunity; 

Notification  of  news 
media  of  general 
influence  in  the  District 
area; 

Other  public 

participation  activities, 
such  as  conferences, 
seminars,  open  houses,  or 
"kickoff"  meetings,  at 
which  participants  are 
told  what  the  Bureau  has 
done  in  its  efforts  so 
far,  and  what  lies 
ahead — some  meetings  of 
this  type  should  be  held 
at  the  Resource  Area 
level,  in  addition  to 
activities  at  the 
District  level. 
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In  organizing  these 
participation  activities 
Resource  Area  and  District 
personnel  should  keep  in  mind 
the  following: 

At  least  15  days  public 
notice  will  be  given  for 
activities  (meetings, 
etc.)  associated  with  the 
environmental  analysis; 

Any  notice  requesting 
written  comments  on  the 
environmental  analysis 
will  allow  at  least  30 
days  for  response;  a 
minimum  of  45  days  shall 
be  provided  for  review  of 
the  DEIS; 

Public  notice  will 
consist  of  a  paid 
announcement  in  a  paper 
of  general  circulation  in 
the  District's  area  of 
influence;  if  necessary, 
it  may  involve  more  than 
one  newspaper;  and 

Public  participation 
activities  are  to  be 

documented  by  a  summary 
of  the  principal  issues 
discussed,  comments  made, 
and  a  register  of  those 
in  attendance. 

A  deadline  for  public  comment 
of  one  month  after  the  list  of 
preliminary  issues  has  been 
distributed  to  the  public 
should  be  designated  and  all 
interested  parties  made  aware 
of  it. 

When  all  public  comment  on  the 
preliminary  issues  has  been 
received,  the  District  Manager 
and  the  analysis  team  should 
review  the  comments  and  modify 
the  issues  as  needed  to 
incorporate  public  opinion. 


SCOPING 

Issues /Significance 
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SCOPING 


Issues/Signifi cance 


In  this  process,  the  manager 
and  analysis  team  should 
employ  the  methods  and  screens 
they  used  in  drafting  the 
preliminary  issues  list. 

The  final  issue-identification 
process  should  result  in: 

Definition  of  accurate 
environmental  analysis 
issues; 

Priority  of  these  issues; 

A  complete  background 
file  on  the  data  and 
inventory  of  information 
used  to  arrive  at  these 
issues;  and 

A  basis  for  addressing 
issues  during  the 
analysis  process. 

The  final  list  of  analysis 
issues  should  be  distributed 
to  the  public;  District 
personnel  should  plan  methods 
of  accepting  response  and 
comment  on  these  issues,  as 
well  as  ways  to  explain  and 
justify  the  issue  list  to  the 
public.  The  District  Manager 
will  have  the  authority  to 
revise  the  final  issue  list  if 
he  feels  public  response 
justifies  that  action.  He  may 
also  revise  the  list  in 
response  to  further  internal 
work  by  District  personnel. 

The  District  should  continue 
its  public  information  efforts 
throughout  the  analysis 
process  with  news  releases, 
newsletters,  or  other 
information  techniques.  These 
continuing  efforts  will 
provide  District  personnel 
with  the  vehicles  for  feedback 
from  the  public  on 
environmental  analysis  issues 
and  other  phases  of  the 
analysis  process. 
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Other  Agency  Lead— -One  District 
Involved- 

Where  BLM  is  not  the  lead  agency 
but  may  have  interest,  authority, 
or  jurisdiction  for  part  of  the 
action,  the  most  closely  involved 
District  may  be  asked  to  represent 
the  State  Director  in  the  scoping 
process.  In  this  case,  the 
responsibility  of  the  District 
representative  is  to: 

Attend  local  scoping  meetings; 

Identify  known  Bureau 
interests  or  jurisdiction  to 
the  lead  agency; 

Obtain  information  and  copies 
of  handout  material  from  the 
proponent  or  lead  agency; 

Discuss  possible  resource 
management  conflicts  and 
proposal  alternatives; 

Identify  the  availability  of 
pertinent  data. 

The  District  representative  will 
submit  to  the  State  Director  a 
report  on  the  scoping  meeting  which 
discusses  the  proposed  action, 
identified  issues  and  public 
concerns,  the  degree  or  level  of 
Bureau  involvement  and  possible 
actions,  and  any  identified 
problems  in  cooperation  or 
coordination.  In  no  instance  may 
the  District  reepresentative  commit 
funds  or  effort  on  behalf  of  the 
State  Director.  The  District 
representative  may  commit  the 
availability  of  official  files, 
plans,  or  environmental  documents 
for  review  by  the  public  or  lead 
agency . 

Other  Agency  Lead — Multi-District 

Involvement 

BLM  participation  in  scoping 
meetings  involving  two  or  more 
Districts  will  be  directed  and 


SCOPING 

Other  Agency  Lead 


Other  Agency   Lead 
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SCOPING 

Other  Agency  Lead 


coordinated  from  the  State  Office. 
This  may  include  District 
representation  only,  State  Office 
representation  only,  or  a 

combination  of  District  and  State 
Office  representation  as  determined 
by  the  State  Director. 
Responsibilities  and  commitment 
limitations  are  the  same  as  those 
listed  under  2  above. 

Determination  of  Bureau  involvement 
as  either  the  lead  agency  or  as  a 
cooperator  in  any  EIS  effort  rests 
with  the  State  Director. 


BLM  Lead 


4 .   BLM  Lead 


Where  lead  responsibility  for  an 
EIS  is  assigned  to  the  District 
Office,  the  District  Manager  will 
coordinate  preparation  of  the  NOI 
and  scheduling  of  scoping  meetings 
with  the  State  Office  (911).  The 
District  will  be  responsible  for 
scheduling  the  meetings,  making 
arrangements  for  meeting  rooms  and 
facilitaties,  public  media 
notifications,  etc.  When  more  than 
one  District  is  involved,  the  State 
Director  will  assign  lead 
responsibility  to  one  District. 

INTERDISCIPLINARY  REQUIREMENTS   P.  INTERDISCIPLINARY  REQUIREMENTS 

The  District  Manager  is  responsible  for 
ensuring  that  appropriate  specialists 
participate  in  each  analysis  to  reduce 
the  chances  that  significant  impacts 
will  be  overlooked.  In  all  analyses, 
the  internal  review  process  should 
ensure  that  each  specialist  is  aware  of 
all  impacts  predicted  by  other 
specialists,  that  may  affect  his 
resource.  See  Section  II,  A, 
"Interdisciplinary  Approach . " 


ENVIRONMENTAL  REGISTER 


Q.  DISTRICT  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  REGISTER 

Each  District  is  required  to  maintain  an 
Environmental  Document  Register  to 
record  all  EAs,  EISs,  NOIs,  and  FONSIs 
being  prepared  or  completed  in  the 
District.  The  register  must  be 
maintained  in  a  neat,  legible  manner  to 
meet  public  review  needs. 


111-58 


Each  District  is  to  submit  to  the  State 
Office  (911),  near  the  end  of  each 
quarter,  a  current  copy  of  their 
official  register. 

Detached  Resource  Area  Offices  may 
maintain  a  separate  register.  In  these 
instances,  a  current  copy  of  the  area 
register  must  be  submitted  to  the 
District  Office  at  least  monthly.  This 
direction  is  not  intended  to  duplicate 
efforts  but  rather  to  ensure  that  each 
District  Office  has  available  for  public 
review  or  use  a  complete  and  official 
register  of  District  environmental 
efforts. 

Appendix  27  is  an  example  of  the 
Environmental  Document  Register.  Note 
that  District  copies  of  NOIs  are  to  be 
filed  in  a  special  section  in  the  back 
of  the  register  binder.  NOIs  and  FONSIs 
are  not  numbered. 
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R.  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROCEDURES 


ADMINISTRATIVE  PROCEDURES 


1.   Time  Coding 

The  benefiting  activity  absorbs  all 
personnel  costs  involved  in 
preparation  of  the  environmental 
document.  For  example,  a  range 
conservationist  working  on  a 
wilderness  environmental  analysis 
would  code  time  actively  spent  on 
the  analysis  to  4330-4826  (EAs)  or 
4827  (EISs). 

The  following  codes  should  be  used 

when  formally  requested  to  review 

environmental  documents  prepared  by 
others: 


Time  Coding 


Document  Type  Time  Coded  To  Progress  Reported  By 


EAs,  FONSIs    4800-0326 
Prep.  Plans   4800-0328 

Environmental 

Reports,  NOIs, 

DEISs,  FEISs 


CSO  (911) 
CSO  (911) 
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ADMINISTRATIVE  PROCEDURES 
Reporting  Units 


2.   Reporting  Units 

The  benefiting  activity  is 
responsible  for  reporting  District 
units  of  accomplishments  (Form 
1680-6)  on  EAs,  aggregate  EAs, 
EISs,  etc.  FONSIs  by  themselves 
are  not  a  reportable  item. 

Actions  assessed  under  aggregate  or 
umbrella  EAs  will  continue  to 
follow  instructions  contained  in  WO 
IM  77-22  through  the  remainder  of 
FY-81. 


Filing  Documents 


3.   Filing  of  Environmental  Documents 
(EAs,  FONSIs,  EISs)"         "~ 

The  camera  copy  of  all 
environmental  documents  will  be 
filed  in  the  originating  office 
with  two  exceptions: 

If  an  official  case  file  is 
required  for  an  action,  the 
original  EA  and  Decision 
Record  (or  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision)  will  be  placed  in 
the  case  file  with  a  copy 
provided  to  District  central 
files  for  office  use  and 
public  review. 

For  actions  involving  two  or 
more  Districts  or  Resource 
Areas  and  for  which  no  case 
file  is  needed,  the  original 
documentation  will  be  filed  in 
the  office  responsible  for 
reporting  the  units  of 
accomplishment,  with  copies 
provided  to  the  other  par- 
ticipating offices. 

Copies  of  umbrella  or  programmatic 
EAs  will  be  provided  to  all  other 
Districts,  PECS,  and  participating 
or  affected  resource  areas. 

Copies  of  all  DEISs  and  FEISs  will 
normally  be  filed  in  the  SO  library 
and  participating  District  Offices. 
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SECTION  IV  -  TECHNICAL  GUIDANCE 
(To  be  developed  later.) 
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APPENDIX  1:  REDDING  DISTRICT  EA  PROCEDURES 

December  14,  1978 

Memorandum 

To:  ALL  EMPLOYEES 

From:        District  Manager,  Redding 

Subject:      Redding  District  EA  Procedures  -  Inst.  RDO-79-1 

The  following  procedure  was  derived  from  District  EA  Workshops  between 
September  and  December  1978.  Implementation  is  effective  as  of  the  date 
of  this  instruction  memorandum. 

District  EA  Process 

Redding  District  Goal:  To  complete  quality  Environmental  Assessments 
(technical,  legal,  readable)  in  a  timely  fashion,  and  with  inter- 
disciplinary  team  effectiveness;  provide  adequate  analysis  of  the  proposed 
action  and  viable  alternatives  in  order  to  identify  impacts  and  develop 
mitigating  measures. 

Area  Managers  will  complete  abstracts  for  anticipated  EAs  at  annual  work 
plan  preparation  time.  The  EA  assignment  committee  will  complete  skills 
analysis  and  assemble  the  EA  Abstract  Notebook  for  the  coming  fiscal  year 
by  November  1.  This  notebook  (using "abstracts  provided  by  the  AM's)  will 
briefly  define  the  proposed  actions,  skill  needs,  and  target  dates  for 
completion  in  the  FY.  Unprogrammed  EAs  as  well  as  those  without  clear 
proposed  actions  will  be  added  as  they  occur. 

The  seven  major  steps  in  the  process  are: 

I.  Proposing  an  Action. 

II.  Team  Formulation  (skill  determination). 

III.  Inventory  and  Assessment. 

IV.  Writing  (formalizing  the  Assessment) . 

V.  Review  and  Acceptance. 

VI.  Decision  Record  and  Rationale 

VII.  Monitoring  and  Evaluation. 


I.  Proposing  and  Action 

A.  The  area  manager  is  responsible  for  proposing  and  initiating 
all  actions  to  be  implemented  in  his  Resource  Area  and  to  in 
sure  that  these  actions  are  adequately  defined  (this  respon- 
sibility rests  utlimately  with  the  District  Manager).  The  Area 
Managers  will  submit  a  descrition  of  all  proposed  actions  to 
the  Environmental  Coordinator  in  the  form  of  an  abstract  (see 
attacred  Form  RDO  1791-1).  Abstracts  for  actions  other  than 
routine  or  minimal  documents  will  be  considered  by  the  EA 
assignment  committee. 

B.  Displaying  the  Proposed  Action  will  be  the  responsibility  of 
the  Environmental  Coordinator,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  "EA 
Assignment  Committee"  which  will  be  composed  of  the  En- 
vironmental Coordinator,  the  Chief  of  Resources,  and  the  Area 
Managers. 

C.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  all  District  Personnel  (Resource 
Staff,  Area  Personnel,  Operations  Chief,  District  Manager, 
etc.)  to  review  the  EA  Display  Board  and  EA  Abstract  Notebook, 
in  order  to  be  aware  of  district  proposed  actions. 

D.  The  Area  Manager  is  responsible  for  redefining  proposed  actions 
when  necessary. 

II.  Team  Formulation  (Skill  Determination) 

A.  The  appropriate  Area  Manager,  the  Environmental  Coordinator, 
and  the  Chief  of  Resources  will  function  as  an  EA  Assignment 
Committee.  Their  main  responsibility  is  the  selection  of 
resource  skills  necessary  for  quality  assignments. 

B.  The  EA  Assignment  Committee  will: 

1.  Schedule  and  prioritize  EA  Target  Dates. 

2.  Select  the  needed  Skills  and  Individuals  for  completing 
each  EA. 

3.  Select  the  Team  Leader  and/or  lead  writer. 

A.    Assure  Technical  Coordination  with  appropriate  skills. 
5.    Assign  appropriate  review. 

III.  Inventory  and  Assessment 

A.  The  Environmental  Coordinator  is  responsible  to  see  that  NEPA, 
DOI,  and  BLM  Standards  are  met,  and  for  monitoring  progress  for 
each  EA. 

B.  The  EA  Team  Leader  is  responsible  for  coordinating  schedules, 
interdisciplinary  team  meetings,  field  trips,  discussions, 
etc.,  and  for  making  written  assignments  to  each  team  member. 
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C.  Each  team  member  is  responsible  for  the  quality  and  content  of  data 
for  the  EA,  and  for  following  the  BLM  format  in  reports.  Each  member 
is  responsible  for  meeting  the  deadlines  of  the  interdisciplinary 
team. 

D.  Technical  reports  submitted  by  the  team  members  may  be  placed  in  the 
permanant  resource  inventory  files. 

E.  Following  receipt  of  the  technical  reports  and  prior  to  writing  the 
Draft  EA,  recommended  mitigating  measures  will  be  coordinated  with 
the  appropriate  A.M.  The  team  leader  is  responsible  for  this  coor- 
dination. 

IV.  Writing 

A.  The  team  leader  is  responsible  for  compiling  and/or  writing  the  EA. 
Writer  is  obligated  to  insure  that  the  content,  meaning,  and  in- 
tegrity of  each  participating  specialist's  input  is  reported  clearly 
in  the  EA. 

B.  The  writer  will  follow  the  standard  DOI,  BLM,  and  Redding  DO  EA  or 
MAD  format. 

C.  The  EA  team  will  review  the  draft  EA  to  insure  individual  technical 
compliance. 

V.  Review  and  Acceptance 

A.  The  EA  Assignment  Committee  will  establish  the  overall  review  re- 
quirements. The  EA  Abstract  Sheet  (Form  RDO  1791-1)  will  be  included 
in  the  1791  EA  file  for  each  EA. 

B.  There  will  be  a  District  EA  face  sheet  (see  attached  Form  RDO  1791-2) 
which  will  have  designated  approval  signoffs. 

VI.  Decision  Record  Rationale 

A  Decision  Record/Rationale  narrative  will  be  completed  by  the  appropriate 
decision  maker  (Area  Manager  or  District  Manager)  prior  to  implementing 
the  proposed  action.  This  will  be  completed  according  to  the  format 
outlined  in  WO-79-21  and  will  be  filed  with  the  subject  EA. 

VII.  Monitoring  and  Evaluation 

A.   The  EA  Assignment  Committee  will  make  individual  assignments  for 
monitoring  and  evaluation,  if  it  is  to  be  someone  besides  the  Area 
Manager. 
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B.   The  appropriate  Area  Manager  is  responsible  (delegated  by  DM)  to 
monitor  project  stipulations  and  assure  that  mitigation  is  carried 
out.  This  includes  necessary  funding  requests  at  annual  work  plan 
time  and  assignment  of  work  months  required  in  those  years  following 
the  initial  action.  Appropriate  resource  specialists  will  be  called 
on  to  assist  in  monitoring  mitigation  of  impacts  to  specific  re- 
sources. 


Enclosures:  EA  Abstract  Form  (RDO  1791-1) 
EA  Face  Sheet  (RDO  1791-2) 

Distribution: 
WO  (410)  -  2 
DSC  (D-531)  -  3 
CSO  (C-952.2)  -  2 
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(CA-032) 

The  following  list  represents  those  actions  where  the  District  and  the 
applicant  may  enter  into  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  under  which  the 
applicant  would  prepare  an  environmental  report  for  the  District.  The 
report  would  follow  District  EA  Guidelines  and  would  be  adopted  by  the 
District  to  satisfy  our  NEPA  responsiblities.  This  procedure  nromally 
works  best  with  larger,  economically  stable  applicants  who  would  normally 
have  to  prepare  an  environmental  report  to  satisfy  another  State  or 
Federal  requirement  or  whose  project  would  be  expedited  if  they  didn't 
have  to  wait  for  the  Bureau  to  write  the  document  due  to  other  District 
priorities.  Environmental  documents  can  be  prepared  by  the  applicant  or 
contracted  to  consulting  agencies  by  the  applicant. 


Lands 

Withdrawal  Review  Justification 

Pvt.)  Withdrawals 

Permits  Powerline  Rights-of-Way 

City,  County,  or  State  Rights-of 

Way 

Land  Exchanges 


Recreation 

R&PP  Lease  (City,  County, 
Special  Recreation  Use 

Range  Management 

Fencelines-PGE,  USFS,  State 


Minerals 

Oil  and  Gas  Rights-of-Way 
Large  Scale  Material  Sales 
Geothermal  Leasing 
Mining  Activity 

Forestry 

Tram  Road  Permits  (Pvt.  and  USFS) 
Road  Easements  (Southern  Pacific 

Land  Company) 
Fuel  Breaks  -  USFS 
Cooperative  Resource  Plans 

Wildlife 

California  Fish  and  Game  Proposals 
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Resource  Area 
EA  ABSTRACT                          FY 
Title  of  Proposal 


Description  of  Proposal  (Include  location) 


Lead  Writer/Team  Leader 


EA  Completion  Date  (including  sign  off)  

Priority  (circle  one):  (HIGH)    12    3    4    5    (LOW) 
Proposed  Project  Implementation  Date  


Skill  Assignments  (other  than  those  shown  on  reverse  analysis  worksheet) : 


Special  Problems  or  Consideration: 


Date  when  considered  by  assignment  committee: 
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EA  FIELD  EVALUATION 

DATE 


PROJECT  NAME 

EA  CASE  NO.  

LOCATION  

DATE  EA  WRITTEN  INTENSITY  OF  EA:MAD 

LOW 

DATE  ACTION  COMPLETED HIGH 

EA  COMPONENT  (1)         ~—       FINDING/EVALUATION 


Recommendations 


(1)  Proposed  Action  Evaluator(s) 

Affected  Environment 
Environmental  Consequences 
Mitigation 
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• 

EA  SCOPING  CHECKLIST 

Prior  to  preparation  of  the  EA  abstract  and  abstract  committee  meeting, 
review  and  check  the  following: 

I.    AVAILABLE  INFORMATION  REVIEWED 

A.    Planning 

1. 

Inventory  Files 

2. 

URA 

(a)  Maps 

(b)  Narrative 

3, 

MFP 

(a)  Step  3 

(1)  DM  Decision  (2)  Rationale 



(b)  Step  2 

(1)  AM  Mgt.  Recommendation  (2)  Rationale 

• 



(c)  Step  1 

(1)  Specialist  Recommendation  (2)  Rationale 

i 
4. 

County  Land  Use  Plans 

B.    EA  Files 

1. 

Similiar  actions 

2. 

Programmatics 

3. 

Similiar  impacts 

4. 

Types  of  mitigation 

5. 

Same  or  adjacent  location  (existing  env.) 

6. 

Maps 

C.    Staff  (Those  that  might  provide  additional  information) 

1. 

Interdisciplianry  scoping  (RA  staff  meetings) 

2. 

Division  of  Resources 

3. 

District  Manager 

• 

4. 

Chief  Operations 
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II.  ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION  NEEDED  -  Based  on  the  above  scoping 

III.  DECISION  RISKS  BASED  ON  SCOPING 
High    Moderate    Low 

IV.  PROPOSED  ACTION/PLANNING  COMPATIBILITY 
Yes      No 

Compatible  with  RMP  or  MFP? 

Compatible  with  county  planning  and  zoning? 

Abstract  now  only  addresses  those  additional  needs  based  on  abstract  team 
screening. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
EA  FACE  SHEET 
I.  Title  of  Report 

EA  # 

II.  Lead  Writer/Team  Leader 

Name 
III.         Participating  Staff 

Title 
Resource  Specialty 

IV.  Team  Leader/Writer 

Signature 
Environmental  Coordinator 

Date 

Signature 
Reviewed  By  Area  Manager 

Date 

Signature 

Reviewed 
by: 

Date 

District  Manager 

Date 

RDO  1791-2 
(Rev.  10-22-79) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
(Minimum  Documentation) 

(Project  Title  and  Number) 

I.  Brief  description  of  the  need  for  the  proposed  action  and  of  the  alter- 
natives: 


II.  The  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action  have  been  analyzed 
and  it  has  been  determined  that  there  would  be  no  resulting  significant 
adverse  impacts. 

No  federally  registered  or  proposed  threatened  or  endangered  plants  or 
animals,  cultural  resources,  American  Indian  religious  sites,  or  desig- 
nated wilderness  study  areas  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action.  It 
has  been  determined  that  Endangered  Species  Act,  Title  7  consultation  is 
not  required. 

III.  No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

(or)  Recommended  Mitigation  Measures  are  as  follows: 


IV.  Agencies  and  Persons  Consulted: 
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REDDING  DISTRICT 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  SEQUENCES 

Receive  Application 

or 

Initiate  Proposal 


i 


Resource  specialist  responsible  for  action: 
(a)  does  preliminary  scoping  as  outlined  on  checklist 
completes  abstract  form  (as  much  as  possible) 
discusses  scoping  findings  with  area  manager  and 
jointly  complete  abstract  form 


(b) 
(c) 


i 


Area  manager  evaluates  proposal,  scoping,  decision  risks, 
magnitude  of  action,  etc.,  and: 


/ 


(a)  contacts  environmental 

coordinator  to  schedule  EA 
abstract  committee  meeting 


(b) 


\ 


recommends  no  abstract 
meeting  and  initials 
abstract 


I 


1- 


EA  abstract  committee  meets  and 
accepts  or  revises  recommended 
assignments  and  due  dates 


4 


Environmental  coordinator 
reviews  AM  recommendations, 
assigns  EA#,  records  abstract, 
and  notifies  resource  staff  of 
planned  EA 


Environmental  coordinator 
assigns  EA#  and  records  abstract 


EA  prepared 


/ 


1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 


EA  preliminary  draft  written. 

Draft  reviewed  by  contributing  staff  and  staff  iden- 
tified for  review  on  abstract. 
Draft  (especially  proposed  action  and  mitigation) 
reviewed  by  area  manager. 
Draft  reviewed  by  environmental  coordinator. 
Approved  EA  smooth  typed  and  face  sheet  signed  by  team 
leader,  environmental  coordinator,  area  manager,  and 
district  manager  when  required. 


V 

Decision  Record  Rationale  (including:  Finding  of  no  sig- 
nificant Impact  [FONSI],  if  appropriate,  and  planning 
consistency  statement)  signed  by  area  manager  or  district 
manager  as  required. 
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APPENDIX  2:  SAMPLE  EA 
ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
EA  FACE  SHEET 
I.   Title  of  Report   Valentine  Springs  Timber  Sale 


EA  # 


CA-030-EA-0-75 


II.  Preparing  Office  Ishi  Resource  Area,  Redding  District 

III.  Lead  Writer/Team  Leader  Robert  H.  Simmons     Forester 


Name 


Participating  Staff 

Ted  Klaseen 

Clark  Brott 


nne" 

Resource  Specialty 
Soil  Scientist 


Archaeologist 


Bob  Walker 


Jack  Bell 


Natural  Resource  Specialist 
Wildlife  Biologist 


Maureen  Hales 


Botanist 


V.  Team  Leader/Hriter 


Environmental  Coordinator 
Reviewed  by  Area  Manager  _ 
Reviewed  By:  


Signature 
Signature 


Signature 


District  Manager 


Date 


Date 


Date 


Date 


RDO  1791-2 
(Rev. 10-22-79) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
VALENTINE  SPRINGS  TIMBER  SALE 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

A.  Location  and  Size 

The  proposed  action  is  to  harvest  approximately  500  MBF  of 
timber  on  240  acres  located  in  Section  34,  T.  26  N.,  R.  8  W., 
M.D.M.,  Tehama  County  (See  Appendix  1). 

B.  Purpose  and  Objectives 

The  purpose  of  the  action  is  to  selectively  remove  mature, 
high  risk,  and  trees  in  need  of  thinning.  The  objective  is  to 
improve  timber  stand  conditions  for  increased  stand  pro- 
ductivity . 

II.  ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 
A.    Proposed  Action 

1.    The  sale  is  scheduled  to  occur  in  the  summer  of  1980. 


2.    The  cutting  area  involved  in  this  proposed  action  is  in 
the  "Coast  Range  Mixed  Conifer  Type"  consisting  of 
Douglas  Fir  and  Ponderosa  Pine  as  the  primary  conifer 
species  with  Sugar  Pine,  White  Fir  and  Incense  Cedar 
occupying  minor  percentages  of  the  stands. 

Harvesting  is  proposed  to  be  done  by  crawler  tractor. 
Since  the  proposed  action  is  to  be  in  an  area  of  pre- 
vious logging,  there  will  be  no  new  road  construction. 
The  existing  haul  roads  and  skid  trails  in  the  area  will 
be  sufficient.  Seme  road  repair  will  need  to  be  done 
prior  to  logging. 

B.    Environmental  Protection  Measures 

Protection  measures  that  would  be  incorporated  into  the  timber 
sale  contract  are: 

1.    Falling  Operations 

a.    If,  in  connection  with  operations  under  this 

contract  the  Purchaser,  his  contractors,  or  sub- 
contractors, or  employees  of  any  of  them,  damages 
any  Government  timber,  other  than  the  timber  sold 
under  this  contract,  the  Authorized  Officer  may 
require  the  Purchaser  to  cut  and  pay  twice  the 
value  for  the  timber  damaged  in  lieu  of  the  pro- 
visions of  Section  13. 
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b.  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of  Section  15  of  the 
contract,  the  Purchaser  shall  lop  and  scatter  all  slash 
within  the  cutting  area  currently  with  felling  oper- 
ations. All  top  and  side  branches  must  be  free  of 
central  stem  thzt  such  slash  is  reduced  to  the  extent 
that  it  is  within  (4)  four  feet  of  the  ground  at  all 
points. 

c.  All  cull  logs  with  a  diameter  of  8"  or  more  on  the 
small  end  lying  with  75*  on  each  side  of  the  roads 
should  be  decked  at  the  edge  of  the  landing. 

d.  All  unmerchantable  cull  logs  which  are  not  removed  from 
tractor  designated  landings,  shall  be  piled  neatly  on 
the  landings. 

2.  Yarding  Operations 

Yarding  shall  be  accomplished  by  a  crawler  tractor  that  does 
not  exceed  the  weight,  dimensions,  and  horsepower  rating  of 
a  Caterpillar  Model  D7E. 

3.  Road  Maintenance 

The  Purchaser  shall  maintain  and  leave  in  a  condition  satis- 
factory to  the  authorized  Officer  all  roads  in  the  contract 
area. 

4.  Erosion  Control 

a.  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of  Section  (25)  of  the 
contract,  the  Purchaser  shall  construct  water-bars  on 
all  skid-trails  and  water  dips  on  the  haul  roads.  All 
waterbars  will  be  constructed  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Authorized  Officer  immediately  after  hauling  is 
completed . 

b.  Upon  completion  of  hauling,  the  Purchaser  shall  rip  all 
landings  used  during  operation  to  a  minimum  depth  of 
(6)  six  to  (12)  twelve  inches. 

5.  Fire  Control 

a.   All  internal  combustion  engines  as  defined  in  Section 
4442  of  the  Public  Resources  Code  of  California  (as 
amended  1968) ,  except  those  equipped  with  an 
exhaust-driving  turbo-charger,  shall  be  fitted  with 
properly  mounted  spark  arrestors  of  a  type  approved  by 
the  Authorized  Officer. 
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b.  Prior  to  construction  or  logging  under  this  contract, 
the  Purchaser  shall  prepare  a  fire  prevention  and  fire 
control  plan  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized 
Officer. 

c.  The  Purchaser  shall  provide  and  maintain  in  good  repair 
on  the  contract  area  the  following  equipment  for  use 
during  period  of  fire  danger. 

1)  Fire  fighting  tools  shall  be  kept  on  each  landing 
or  at  such  other  place  as  the  Authorized  Officer 
shall  designate  whenver  men  are  working  on  the 
contract  area.  All  fire  fighting  tools  shall  be 
kept  in  a  sturdily  constructed  box  which  all  be 
painted  red  and  lettered  on  the  front  or  top  in 
large  letters,  "FOR  FIRE  ONLY". 

2)  A  shovel  in  good  condition  with  not  less  than  a 
three  (3)  foot  handle  and  a  blade  not  less  than 
seven  and  three-quarters  (7-3/4)  inches  wide  shall 
be  within  fifty  (50)  feet  of  any  power  saw  when  in 
operation. 

3)  A  chemical  fire  extinguisher  of  a  least  eight  (8) 
ounces  minimum  capacity  of  a  type  approved  by  the 
California  State  Forester  shall  be  carried  during 
periods  of  fire  danger  by  each  falling  crew  or 
each  bucker  using  a  poer  saw  or  near  the  contract 
area.  Such  fire  extinguisher  shall  be  filled  and 
in  effective  operating  condition  and  shall  at  all 
times  be  within  five  (5)  feet  of  the  operator  when 
the  saw  is  running.  Any  fueling  of  a  power  saw 
shall  be  done  in  an  area  which  has  first  been 
cleared  of  all  flammable  material.  Power  saws 
shall  be  moved  at  least  ten  (10)  feet  from  the 
place  of  fueling  before  the  engine  is  started. 

C.  No  Action  Alternative 

The  only  viable  alternative  to  the  proposed  action  is  not  to  log 
at  this  time. 

D.  Relationship  of  the  Action  to  the  Bureau  and  Other  Planning 
Systems 

The  proposed  action  is  included  in  the  Redding  District's  5-Year 
Timber  Harvest  Plan. 
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III.  DESCRIPTION  OF  EXISTING  ENVIRONMENT 
A.   Non-Living  Components 
1.   Soils 


The  soils  of  the  area  are  of  the  Sheetiron  series,  with  a 
moderate  erosion  hazard  and  a  low  to  medium  timber  pro- 
duction suitability.  Details  may  be  found  in  the  soil 
report  and  map  in  the  T  and  R  files. 

2.  Water 

There  are  two  known  seeps  exposed  by  previous  haul  road 
construction.  No  known  perennial  streams  are  known  to  be  in 
the  proposed  sale  area.  The  precipitation  falls  in  the  form 
of  rain  and  snow,  averaging  between  50  and  60  inches  per 
year.  Most  of  the  precipitation  falls  during  the  winter 
months.  The  major  runoff  occurs  between  December  and  May, 
with  the  peak  flow  occurring  in  February  or  March. 

3.  Topography 

The  elevation  in  the  area  ranges  between  4100  feet  and  5471 
feet.  The  sale  area  has  a  predominantly  north  aspect.  The 
slopes  range  from  0-70%  with  an  average  of  30-40%. 

4.  Air 

Specific  data  is  not  readily  available,  but  doe  to  elevation 
and  the  prevailing  winds,  quality  appears  good. 


B.   Living  Components 
1.   Vegetation 


The  coast  range  mixed  conifer  type  consists  of  predominantly 
Douglas  Fir  and  Ponderosa  Pine  with  Sugar  Pine,  White  Fir 
and  Incense  Cedar  found  but  seldom  occupying  more  than  minor 
percentages  of  the  stands.  At  all  elevations,  Ponderosa 
Pine  is  found  most  abundantly  on  south  aspects  and  Douglas 
Fir  on  the  north  aspect. 

There  is  very  little  undergrowth  beneath  the  closed  conifer 
canopies.  Since  considerably  more  undergrowth,  both  conifer 
seedlings  and  saplings  as  well  as  brush,  is  found  in  logged 
over  areas,  it  is  assumed  that  the  areas  with  closed  conifer 
canopies  are  fully  occupied  by  the  conifers  and  do  not  have 
moisture  available  for  the  lesser  vegetation. 
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The  presence  of  federally  listed  T&E  species  and/or  critical 
habitat  was  evaluated.  No  federally  listed  T&E  species  or  their 
habitat  was  identified  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  action.  It 
has  been  determined  no  consultation,  per  Section  7  of  the  ESA, 
is  needed. 


2.   Wildlife 

The  major  wildlife  species  found  in  this  habitat  type  are 
black-tailed  deer,  mountain  cotton-tail,  golden-mantle  ground 
squirrel,  Townsends  chipmunk,  black  bear,  Stellars  jay,  common 
flicker,  and  a  large  variety  of  migratory  passerine  birds. 

The  presence  of  federally  listed  T&E  species  and/or  critical 
habitat  was  evaluated.  No  federal  listed  T&E  species  or  their 
habitat  was  identified  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  action.  It 
has  been  determined  no  consultation,  per  Section  7  of  the  ESA  is 
needed. 

C.  Ecological  Interrelationships 

The  major  relationship  affected  by  the  proposed  action  is  the  use  of 
the  timber  overstory  as  foraging  areas  by  a  large  variety  of  mig- 
ratory passerine  birds.  Removal  of  overstory  trees  will  decrease  the 
amount  of  habitat  for  wildlife  species  using  overstory  trees  for 
nesting  and  feeding. 

The  proposed  action  will  increase  understory  shrubs  and  slash  which 
is  habitat  for  many  small  mammals  and  passerine  birds.  Black-tailed 
deer  and  black  bear  also  utilize  understory  shrubs  as  foarge  and 
hiding  cover  in  the  subject  area. 

Past  harvesting  has  eliminated  the  majority  of  snags  and  future  snags 
in  the  subject  area.  Snags  provide  forage  and  nesting  habitat  for 
woodpecker  species  which  in  turn  provide  cavities  for  future  nest 
sites  for  most  cavity-nesting  birds. 

D.  Social-Cultural  Values 

Remains  of  a  prehistoric/historic  site  CA-03-055  were  found  at 
Valetine  Springs  on  private  land.  No  cultural  resources  were  found 
on  the  sale  area. 

E.  Wilderness 

The  BLM's  Wilderness  Inventory  Process  evaluated  the  lands  included 
in  this  proposal  and  found  that  they  did  not  meet  the  criteria  for 
further  consideration  as  wilderness  areas.  This  proposed  decision 
was  subject  to  public  review  and  comment  and  became  final  on  August 
15,  1970.  All  interim  management  regulations  imposed  as  a  result  of 
the  Wilderness  Review  are  no  longer  in  effect,  as  of  the  date  of  the 
final  decision. 
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IV.  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  AND  ALTERNATIVES 
A.   Proposed  Action 

1.   Anticipated  Impacts 

a.  Logging  activities  would  create  some  degree  of  dust  and 
emission  pollution  in  the  sale  area.  The  amount  of  dust 
and  emission  pollution  will  depend  on  the  weather  con- 
ditions at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  the  type  and  amount  of 
equipment  used.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  significant 
impacts  would  result. 

b.  Soil  would  be  exposed  from  logging  operations  and  be  sub- 
ject to  erosion  until  exposed  areas  are  revegetated.  The 
time  required  would  depend  upon  seed  source  and  climatic 
conditions  favorable  for  seed  germination.  It  is  not 
anticipated  that  significant  soil  erosion  would  result. 

c.  Soil  compaction  would  occur  on  roads  and  landings  which  may 
increase  runoff.  This  runoff  may  be  significant  during 
periods  of  heavy  rain  and  have  a  negative  impact  on  the 
anadromous  fishery  in  Cottonwood  Creek. 

d.  Some  slash  build-up  would  occur  from  normal  logging  opera- 
tions. This  would  temporarily  reduce  aesthetic  value  and 
would  temporarily  increase  fule  for  fires. 

e.  Logging  provides  utilization  of  timber  damaged  by  insects 
and  disease,  captures  mortality,  and  increases  favorable 
growing  conditions  for  the  remaining  and  future  stands. 

f.  Logging  should  create  more  understory  which  should  have  a 
favorable  effect  on  some  species  of  wildlife. 

g.  Logging  would  cause  a  loss  of  portions  of  existing  conifer 
canopy  habitat  for  some  bird  and  mammal  species  (primarily 
passerine  birds  and  small  mammals  and  furbearers). 

h.   Removal  of  taller,  older  trees  and  thinning  younger  stunted 
trees  will  have  the  effect  of  reducing  the  vertical  strati- 
fication of  the  forest  canopy.  This  will  have  the  effect 
of  reducing  carrying  capacity  for  arboreal  species  and, 
perhaps,  eliminating  any  existing  or  potential  nest  or 
perch  trees  for  raptors. 

i.   Logging  activities  will  cause  short-term  disturbance  to 
some  human-intolerant  wildlife  species. 
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j.   Constant  removal  of  mature  trees  greatly  limits  the 

recruitment  of  snags.  Trees  do  not  have  the  opportunity  to 
become  old  and  die. 

B.  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No  Action  alternative  there  would  be  no  logging  at  the 
present  time.  Timber  damaged  by  insects  and  disease  would  not  be 
harvested.  Favorable  growing  conditions  for  the  remaining  and  future 
timber  stands  would  not  be  increased.  There  would  be  a  gradual 
lowering  of  the  rate  of  soil  erosion  from  past  timber  sales.  There 
would  be  a  gradual  deterioration  of  the  existing  slash  in  the  area. 
A  gradual  disappearance  of  successional  plant  and  wildlife  species 
with  an  increase  in  climax  community  species  would  occur. 

C.  Mitigating  or  Enhancing  Measures 

1.  Haul  roads  and  skid  trails  will  be  waterbarred  with  wide,  gently 
sloping  waterbars  or  dips  to  help  minimize  soil  movement. 

2.  Landings  will  be  ripped  and  planted  with  grass  suitable  for  the 
area  and  elevation. 

3.  Long-term  recruitment  of  trees  into  the  snag  population  shall  be 
accomplished  by  singling  out  specific  trees  as  "leave"  trees  to 
proceed  through  their  life  cycle  and  become  snags.  Deformed, 
cull,  or  diseased  trees  may  be  designated  and  killed.  Also, 
spike  tops  trees  will  be  selected,  thereby  extending  the  life  of 
a  snag. 

4.  The  two  road  cut  seeps  will  be  developed  such  that  after  road 
maintenance,  the  seeps  are  still  accessible  to  wildlife. 

5.  A  protective  buffer  strip  shall  be  placed  along  Sulfer  Creek 
which  drains  into  Cottonwood  Creek,  for  fisheries  protection. 
The  size  of  this  buffer  strip  will  be  determined  by  field 
inspection  at  the  time  of  sale  layout. 

D.  Unavoidable  Adverse  Impacts 

1.  There  would  be  some  unavoidable  soil  erosion  and  compaction.  The 
majority  of  soil  erosion  caused  by  this  sale  will  occur  in  the 
first  winter  after  logging.  The  amount  is  not  known,  but  is  not 
expected  to  be  significant. 

2.  The  proposed  action  would  cause  (after  mitigation)  short-term 
disturbance  to  some  human-intolerant  wildlife  species.  Also,  as 
habitats  are  changed  or  modified,  species  and  population  shifts 
would  occur  in  the  wildlife  community.  This  means  reductions  in 
carrying  capacity  for  certain  species  and  increase  in  carrying 
capacity  for  other  species. 
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E.  Short-Term  vs.  Long-Term  Productivity 

1.  The  short-term  resource  impacts  caused  by  the  proposed  action 
should  not  have  significant  effect  on  long-term  timber  resource 
productivity . 

2.  No  other  resources  are  expected  to  be  significantly  affected  in 
the  long-term  by  the  proposed  action. 

F.  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitments  of  Resources 

No  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  are 
expected . 

CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 

There  is  no  known  public  controversy  involved  with  this  action.  There- 
fore, no  persons,  groups,  or  government  agencies  were  consulted. 
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APPENDIX  1 

SECTION  PLAT 

T  26N  R8W  Sec.  34 


Scale:  1"  =  1  mile 
LEGEND 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
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Decision  Record  Rationale 
Valentine  Springs  Timber  Sale 
Decision 

The  Valentine  Springs  Timber  Sale  located  in  Section  34,  T.  26  N. ,  R.  8  W., 
M.D.M.,  will  be  logged  as  proposed. 

Rationale 

The  areas  to  be  logged  are  designated  for  intensive  management,  and  are  not  in 
conflict  with  MFP  decisions.  Trees  marked  for  logging  are  those  that  are 
over-mature,  poorly  formed,  afflicted  with  disease  or  insects,  or  in  need  of 
removal  to  release  regeneration.  Existing  haul  roads  and  skid  trails  will  be 
used.  All  resources  have  been  considered  including  threatened  and  endangered 
plants  and  animals,  water,  soils,  wilderness  and  cultural.  I  have  determined 
that  with  the  recommended  mitigating  measures,  all  of  which  will  be  imple- 
mented, resource  impacts  will  be  minimal. 

Through  the  intital  scoping  process  and  my  review  of  Environmental  Analysis 
#CA-030-EA-0-75,  the  proposal  is  not  controversial  and  the  impacts  are  not 
significant;  therefore  I  have  determined  no  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is 
required.  The  action  on  which  this  decision  is  being  made  is  consistent  with 
the  Bureau's  planning  system  including  the  Yolla  Bolly  MFP. 
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APPENDIX  3:  A  FONSI  INCLUDED  IN  A  RECORD  DECISION 


CA  5084 
NCPA  #2 
March  12,  1980 


Decision  Record  and  Rationale 


A.  Proposed  Decision.  BLM  will  issue  a  license  to  NCPA  to  construct  and 
operate  a  geothermal  power  facility. 

B.  Rationale 

1.  The  decision  is  consistent  with  the  Management  Framework  Plan  for 
the  Putah  Creek  Planning  Unit  within  which  this  area  lies.  The 
proposed  facility  site  is  in  the  Geysers  KGRA,  where  the  MFP 
decision  was  to  allow  and  encourage  development  of  the  geothermal 
resources.  That  decision  has  led  to  extensive  development  of 
leaseholds,  including  investments  of  millions  of  dollars  to  drill 
wells  and  build  related  facilities  in  the  area,  and  including  the 
land  upon  which  the  proposed  facility  would  be  built. 

2.  Alternatives  sites  and  transmission  tapline  routes  were  con- 
sidered during  the  environmental  assessment  process.  The  deci- 
sion is  the  same  as  the  proposed  action. 

A  detailed  environmental  assessment,  in  this  case  termed  a  "Joint 
Environmental  Study,"  was  prepared  by  the  agencies  responsible 
for  authorizing  different  aspects  of  the  project.  These  agencies 
were  the  California  Energy  Commission,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment, the  Geological  Survey,  and  the  Department  of  Energy.  The 
Study  examined  the  social,  economic,  and  environmental  effects  of 
the  project  and  the  alternatives  in  great  detail.  The  study  led 
to  a  finding  that  there  would  be  no  significant  impacts  as  a 
result  of  the  project  and  that  preparation  of  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  would  not  be  required. 

3.  The  major  factors  identified  through  the  Study  process,  or  in 
other  ways,  which  bear  upon  the  decision  can  be  briefly  sum- 
marized as  follows: 

a.  The  decision  is  consistent  with  a  clear  national  policy  to 
encourage  the  development  of  domestic  energy  sources. 

b.  No  significant  public  controversy  was  discovered  during  the 
extensive  public  participation  phase  of  the  Study. 

c.  Significant  environmental  impacts  can  be  eliminated  or 
reduced  to  acceptable  levels. 

d.  The  project  can  comply  with  all  applicable  federal,  stace, 
and  local  laws. 
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e.   Adequate  information  was  available  to  provide  a  firm  basis  for 
the  decision  to  proceed. 

4.   Chapter  IV  of  the  Joint  Environmental  Study  contains  over  100  mea- 
sures designed  to  mitigate  or  eliminate  the  adverse  effects  of  the 
action.  All  of  the  proposed  measures  will  be  incorporated  in  the 
License  in  the  form  of  Special  Stipulations  with  which  the  Licensee 
will  be  required  to  comply. 

Conclusions 

1.  The  decision  is  in  the  public  interest. 

2.  There  will  be  no  significant  adverse  impacts. 

3.  An  Envirommental  Impact  Statement  is  not  required. 


Date  District  Manager 


I  concur 


Date  State  Director 
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APPENDIX  4:  DECISION  RECORD  OUTLINE 


EA# 

Case  or  Serial# 


1.  Name  or  Title  of  Proposal;  Along  with  the  identification  of  the 
proposal,  this  section  should  state  whether  or  not  the  proposed  action  is 
in  conformance  with  the  applicable  planning  documents.  If  the  decision  is 
based  in  total  upon  a  previous  Bureau  EA,  the  applicability  of  the  pre- 
vious assessment  to  the  current  decision  should  be  explained. 

2.  Alternatives  Considered;  Briefly  list  all  alternatives  analyzed, 
including  the  proposed  action . 

3.  Decision  and  Rationale;  (or  Recommendation  and  Rationale,  if 
authority  for  approval  is  retained  at  a  higher  organization  level) 

a.  Describe  option  selected: 

b.  Supporting  Rationale:  If  a  proposal  is  analyzed  in  an  EA  pre- 
pared by  the  applicant  or  another  agency,  this  section  should  contain 
a  statement  of  the  adequacy  and  suitability  of  the  EA  for  BLM's  deci- 
sion. Additional  analysis  necessary  to  supplement  a  "near-applicable" 
EA  which  can  be  used  as  a  decision  base  with  minor  modification  should 
be  recorded  here. 

Decision  factors  of  an  non-environmental  nature  should  be  recorded  in 
this  section. 

c.  Mitigation  (address  the  following  items  as  necessary): 

-  Measures  accepted  (refer  back  to  EA), 

-  Measures  rejected  with  rationale. 

-  Additional  measures  selected  with  rationale. 

d.  Terms  of  Authorization  (for  lands/realty  actions  only): 

-  Cite  authority  for  issuance, 

-  Recommendation  for  term  of  grant, 

-  Recommendation  as  to  whether  grant  is  renewable  or 
nonrenewable, 

-  Amount  and  justification  if  bond  is  required, 

-  Total  right-of-way  width,  length  and  acreage.  If  different 
from  application,  the  rationale  should  be  shown  under  a  or  be 
b,  above. 
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-  Indicate  if  a  pr 

Note:  Stipulations  for  authorization  should  include  those  developed  from 
the  mitigation  section,  above,  and  attached  to  the  decision  document. 

e.   Monitoring:  Monitoring  requirements  should  be  listed  as  necessary 
and  should  include  what  is  to  be  done,  when,  and  by  whom. 

4.  Conclusion:  The  conclusion  section  may  take  one  of  three  options;  rejec- 
tion, a  FONSI,  or  a  recommendation  that  an  EIS  is  necessary. 

a.  Rejection:  (Sample  working  -  "Based  on  the  analysis  in  the  attached 
or  referenced  EA,  I  conclude  that  this  action  would  result  in  unacceptable 
impact  to  the  environmental  and  will  be  denied.11)  Note  that  all  formal 
rejection  or  denial  actions  subject  to  appeal  must  independently  follow 
prescribed  manual  processes. 

b.  FONSI:  (Sample  working  -  "Based  on  the  analysis  in  the  attached  or 
referenced  EA,  I  conclude  that  this  action  will  result  in  no  significant 
impacts  to  the  environment  and,  therefore  conclude  that  no  EIS  is  neces- 
sary.") 

c.  Recommendation  for  an  EIS:  In  instances  where  a  recommendation  is 
made  to  do  an  EIS,  Items  1  and  2  should  be  completed.  In  addition,  Item  3 
should  clearly  show  the  rationale  for  the  recommendation  that  an  EIS  be 
done.  A  recommendation  to  do  an  EIS  must  have  the  concurrence  of  the 
District  Manager.  (At  this  point,  a  copy  of  the  EA,  the  DR  and  a  Prelimi- 
nary Preparation  Plan  should  be  submitted  to  the  State  Director  (920)  for 
further  action  on  the  recommendation  for  an  EIS). 


Area  Manager  Date 


District  Manager  (for  concurrence  Date 

in  recommendation  for  an  EIS) 

Attachments:  Stipulations  for  Authorization  of  Lands  or  Realty  Actions, 
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APPENDIX  5:  NOTICE  OF  INTENT 


CALIFORNIA:  MOUNT  DOME  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  PLAN, 

INTENT  TO  PREPARE  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT  STATEMENT  AND  CONDUCT  SCOPING  MEETING 

Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Redding  District 
California,  will  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  a  proposed 
grazing  management  plan  on  approximately  42,000  acres  of  the  Mount  Dome 
Planning  Unit  in  Siskiyou  and  Modoc  Counties,  California.  The  statement 
will  analyze  anticipated  environmental  consequences  which  would  result 
from  the  implementation  of  alternative  grazing  plans  proposed  by  the 
Siskiyou  Area  Manager.  These  alternative  plans  will  incorporate  varia- 
tions in  location,  seasonal  use,  and  intensity  of  livestock  grazing.  The 
final  statement  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  December  31,  1980. 

Public  meetings  will  be  held  to  review  recommended  and  alternative  grazing 
plans  and  the  manner  in  which  they  were  developed  and  to  scope  resulting 
anticipated  environmental  consequences  and  related  public  concerns: 

November  28,  1979,  7:30  PM 
Dorris  City  All 
Dorris,  California 

November  29,  1979,  7:30  PM 
Tulelake  Butte  Valley  Fairgrounds 
Home  Economics  Building 
Tulelake,  California 

Further  Information  on  the  Mount  Dome  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment may  be  obtained  from: 

Jan  Miller 

Siskiyou  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
355  Hemsted  Drive 
Redding,  CA  96001 


James  B.  Ruch 
State  Director 
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APPENDIX  6:  SAMPLE  EIS  COVER  SHEET 


FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

AND  PROPOSED  PLAN 
CALIFORNIA  DESERT  CONSERVATION  AREA 


(  )  Draft 
Type  of  Action:    (x)  Administrative 

For  Further  Information  contact: 


(x)  Final 

(  )  Legislative 


Environmental 
Impact  Statement 


James  B.  Ruch 

California  State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Box  5555 

Riverside,  California  92506 

(714)  787-1428 


Responsible  Agency: 
Lead  Agency: 


Location  of  Action: 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
California  State  Office 

All  or  part  of  the  following  counties  within  the 
State  of  California: 


Imperial 

Inyo 

San  Diego 

Riverside 


San  Bernardino 

Mono 

Kern 

Los  Angeles 


Scope: 


Abstract: 


This  final  environmental  impact  statement  is  a  broad 
scope  analysis  of  the  proposed  California  Desert  Plan. 

Detailed  environmental  impact  statements/environmental 
assessments  will  be  prepared  on  site-specific  actions 
and  any  development  of  specific  activity  plans  (i.e., 
wilderness,  allotment  management  plans,  habitat  manage- 
ment plans)  as  appropriate. 

The  Proposed  Action  is  a  long-range,  comprehensive  plan 
to  manage  the  public  land  uses  and  resources  of  the 
25-million-acre  California  Desert  Conservation  Area 
(CDCA).  The  action  responds  to  the  mandate  of  Section 
601  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976  to  create  a  plan  for  the  CDCA  based  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  multiple-use,  sustained  yield,  and  mainte- 
nance of  environmental  quality.  The  action  is  accomp- 
lished primarily  by  means  of  four  multiple-use  classes 
which  control  and  direct  uses  and  support  resources  on 
a  desert wide  basis.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Plan 
are: 
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A  No  Action  Alternative,  which  describes  management  of  the  CDCA 
in  the  absence  of  a  long-range  comprehensive  plan. 

A  Protection  Alternative,  in  which  the  maintenance  of  environ- 
mental quality  is  given  maximum  management  emphasis. 

A  Balanced  Alternative,  which  represents  a  balancing  of  conflict 
and  tradeoffs  between  uses,  without  a  predetermined  management 
philosophy . 

A  Use  Alternative,  which  often  favors  consumptive  uses  and 
production  of  goods  in  tradeoffs  decisions. 


Date  by  which  comments  must  be  received: 
Location  to  which  comments  must  be  sent: 


November  2,  1980 

(See  Section  II-E  of  EIS) 

BLM,  California  Desert 
District 
Box  5555 

Riverside,  California 
92506 
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APPENDIX  7:  SAMPLE  EIS  SUMMARY 


BACKGROUND 

Section  601  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  estab- 
lished the  25-million-acre  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA)  and 
requires  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  prepare  a  long-range,  com- 
prehensive plan  for  the  management,  use,  development,  and  protection  of 
the  over  12  million  acres  of  public  lands  in  the  CDCA  administered  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management.  The  Act  requires  that  the  Plan  take  into 
account  the  principles  of  sustained  yield  and  multiple-use  in  providing 
for  resource  use,  development,  and  the  maintenance  of  environmental 
quality,  and  that  implementation  of  the  Plan  be  initiated  on  or  before 
September  30,  1980. 

The  location  of  the  action  is  generally  that  portion  of  the  North  American 
Desert  falling  within  the  boundaries  of  the  State  of  California.  Its 
character  and  size  have  precluded,  until  recently,  extensive  human  de- 
velopment, despite  the  proximity  of  the  Los  Angeles/San  Diego  metropolitan 
complex.  A  diversity  of  land  forms  and  differing  climatic  regimes  have 
created  a  number  of  wildlife  ecosystems  and  floristic  subdivisions. 
Developed  in  response  to  aridity  and  extreme  temperatures,  these  natural 
systems  are  very  sensitive. 

The  region  offers  an  abundance  of  resource  values  which  are  both  na- 
tionally and  regionally  significant.  Recreation  is  particularly  im- 
portant, but  increasing  use  is  causing  conflict  between  visitors  with 
different  recreational  goals,  as  well  as  with  traditional  uses  such  as 
grazing.  Motorized  vehicle  access  is  particularly  important  as  a  support 
for  all  human  use  of  the  desert,  but  the  proliferation  of  roads  and  in- 
creasing damage  to  sensitive  natural  values  and  solitude  require  manage- 
ment attention.  As  desert  resources  have  become  more  and  more  utilized, 
conflicts  have  centered  on  several  major  issues. 

PROPOSED  PLAN 

In  response  to  these  issues,  the  Proposed  Plan  for  the  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area  offers  a  multi-dimensional  land  use  and  resource 
management  program.  Among  its  features: 

1.  Provides  general  regional  guidance  for. the  management  of  the  CDCA 
over  a  20-year  time  period. 

2.  Controls  and  directs  the  type  of  degree  of  land  use  and  resource 
management  activities  according  to  resource  sensitivity  and  public  demand, 
by  means  of  four  Multiple-Use  Classes:  Controlled  (Class  C),  Limited 
(Class  L),  Moderate  (Class  M),  and  Intensive  (Class  I). 
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3.  Provides  Plan  Elements  for  12  resource  or  use  categories  of  major 
public  interest. 

4.  Proposes  the  official  designation  of  73  Areas  of  Critical  En- 
vironmental Concern  (ACECs)  to  protect  sensitive  natural  and  cultural 
resource  values. 

Among  specific  provisions  of  the  Proposed  Plan: 

1.  Recommends  2.07  million  acres  as  suitable  for  wilderness  desig- 
nation. 

2.  Provides  16  utility  planning  corridors  for  energy  transmission  in 
consideration  of  natural  resource  values  and  projected  demands. 

3.  Provides  motorized  vehicle  access  through  a  program  of  vehicle 
access  designation  of  "open,"  "closed,"  and  "limited,"  access.  In  Class  M 
access  is  "limited"  to  existing  routes  of  travel;  in  Class  L,  to  approved 
routes  of  travel  in  accordance  with  sensitive  resource  values. 

4.  Provides  for  the  pursuit  of  any  of  a  full  range  of  recreational 
opportunities,  ranging  from  competitive  racing  events  to  wilderness  ex- 
periences. 

5.  Provides  a  coordinated  desertwide  approach  to  the  management  of 
fish  and  wildlife  species  and  habitats  in  the  CDCA.  Of  the  73  ACECs,  27 
have  been  identified  as  solely  or  partially  to  protect  wildlife  values. 
Habitat  Management  Plans  would  be  prepared  for  57  areas  which  span  all 
multiple-use  classes. 

6.  Proposes  management  for  desert  vegetation  resources  according  to 
two  perspectives:  protection  of  rare,  threatened  or  endangered  plant  life 
and  unique  plan  assemblages,  including  those  in  riparian  and  wetland 
arezs;  and  the  use  or  vegetation  for  livestock,  wildlife  and  other  forage 
consumers,  and  to  such  human  consumptive  uses  as  plant  harvesting. 

7.  Proposes  the  allocation  of  about  74,700  Animal  Unit  Months  (AUMs) 
of  perennial  forage  to  livestock  use  (a  25  percent  reduction  from  existing 
preference);  range  improvements  which  will  promote  more  efficient  use  of 
the  forage  resource,  including  fencing  and  water  developments; 
season-of-use  adjustemnt  to  improve  range  condition  and  herds  and  to 
satisfy  wildlife  resource  needs;  and  the  institution  of  15  new  allotments. 

8.  Provides  for  the  wild  and  free-roaming  behavior  of  wild  horses 
and  burros  within  17  Herd  Management  Areas.  To  achieve  ecological  balance 
and  reduction  of  resource  conflicts,  a  total  population  level  of  approxi- 
mately 280  hourses  and  2,800  burros  by  1985  is  a  goal. 

9.  Places  66  percent  of  known  cultural  values  in  high  to  moderate 
protection;  and  proposes  a  coordinated  management  program  of  research, 
protection,  public  interpretation,  and  mitigation  of  adverse  impacts. 
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10.  Explains  the  mineral  and  energy  potential  of  the  CDCA  and  pro- 
vides opportunities  for  the  development  of  the  Geology-Energy-Mineral 
resources  while  maintaining  the  quality  of  the  environment.  Outlines 
proposed  BLM  policy  in  regard  to  mineral  exploration  and  development 
activities  under  new  Federal  and  State  regulations. 

11.  Accomodates  the  cultural  values  of  CDCA  Native  American  tribes  in 
its  provisions  and  commits  the  Bureau  to  coordination  with  Tribal  groups 
in  resource  management  decisions  which  may  affect  their  traditional  and 
religious  activities. 

12.  Relates  to  existing  State  and  local  government  plans  and  provides 
for  future  consistency. 

ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 

There  was  no  proposed  action  in  the  draft.  Rather,  the  Proposed  Plan 
was  developed  as  a  result  of  the  evaluation  and  public  review  of  four 
Draft  Plan  Alternatives. 

Protection  Alternative;  Management  actions  are  directed  toward  pro- 
viding the  strongest  preservation  and  protection  of  natural  and  cultural 
values  allowed  within  the  multiple-use  framework.  This  alternative  pro- 
poses 43  percent  of  BLM-administered  lands  in  the  CDCA  as  wilderness 
designation  and  only  6  percent  in  multiple-use  classes  in  which  con- 
sumptive uses  are  given  equal  or  favored  consideration  in  tradeoff  de- 
cision. 

Use  Alternative:  This  alternative  maximizes  production  values  and 
consumptive  uses  of  desert  resources,  while  complying  with  legally  re- 
quired environmental  protection  standards.  Within  the  framework  of  a 
multiple-use  and  sustained  yield  plan,  motorized  vehicle  access,  livestock 
grazing,  mineral  exploration  and  development,  energy  production  and  de- 
velopment, and  energy  production  and  utility  transmission  are  given  the 
widest  latitude  of  all  alternatives. 

Balanced  Alternative:  A  variety  of  uses  are  provided  within  the 
Desert's  sustained  yield  capability.  Conflicts  and  tradeoffs  between  uses 
consider  the  constraint  of  protecting  fragile  resources  from  irreversible 
decline.  Fifty-eight  percent  of  BLM-administered  lands  are  in 
protection-oriented  multiple-use  classes;  the  remainder,  in  use-oriented 
classes. 

No  Action  Alternative:  This  alternative  displays  present  management 
of  CDCA  lands  in  terms  of  multiple-use  class  designations  and  the  Plan 
components,  but  is  not  a  realistic  option  because  current  management  is 
not  in  accordance  with  the  mandate  prescribed  by  FLPMA  for  managing  the 
Desert.  While  some  aspects  of  present  management  may  be  continued,  the 
main  virtue  of  this  alternative  is  as  a  benchmark  by  which  to  measure  the 
above  alternatives. 
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SUMMARY  OF  MAJOR  IMPACTS 

No  Action  Alternative 

The  impacts  which  would  result  from  the  lack  of  a  comprehensive  plan 
for  COCA  land  use  ard  resource  management  are  substantially  negative.  Not 
only  would  severe  degredation  and  continuing  decline  to  the  Desert's 
ecological,  biological,  scenic,  andcultural  values  occur,  but  potential 
project  applicants  for  energy  and  utility  transmission  would  still  ex- 
perience costly  delays  in  seeking  environmentally  sound  and  acceptable 
locations.  Mineral  exploration  and  development  activities,  however,  would 
experience  the  fewest  constraints. 

Protection  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative,  the  Desert's  sensitive  wildlife,  vegetation, 
soil,  air  and  water  resources  would  experience  the  greatest  possible 
benefit  and  protection.  Native  American  and  cultural  values  would  suffer 
the  least  potential  decline.  This  fostering  of  sensitive  natural  and 
cultural  resource  values  would  occur  at  a  high  cost  to  mineral  exploration 
and  development,  livestock  grazing,  and  motorized  vehicle  recreation. 

Balanced  Alternative 

Both  positive  and  negative  impacts  would  occur  under  this  alternative 
which  calls  for  a  balance  of  use  and  protection  of  desert  resources. 
Multiple-use  class  designation  generally  protects  natural  and  cutlural 
resource  value,  but  negative  localized  impacts  would  occur  in  some  areas, 
particularly  at  the  site  of  "open"  vehicle  areas  in  some  livestock  grazing 
allotments.  Increased  restriction  on  mining  would  somewhat  reduce  op- 
portunities for  exploration  and  development.  This  alternative  depicts  a 
projection  of  an  optimum  multiple-use  mix,  but  does  not  reflect  the  mas- 
sive public  input  to  the  draft  or  the  resolution  of  public  issues. 

Use  Alternative 

Utility  transmission  and  energy  development,  mineral  exploration  and 
development,  livestock  grazing,  and  vehicle-oriented  recreation  would 
experience  major  beneficial  impacts  under  this  alternative,  but  a  high 
level  of  negative  impact  would  be  incurred  by  wildlife,  vegetation,  Native 
American  values  and  cultural  resources. 
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Proposed  Plan 

The  overall  effects  of  this  alternative  are  positive.  While  there  are 
minor  impacts  to  sensitive  resources  associated  with  the  allowance  of  open 
ORV  use  on  four  percent  of  BLM-administered  lands,  some  livestock  grazing 
allotments,  and  potential  mining  activity,  these  are  largely  offset  by 
extensive  allocations  of  protection-oriented  multiple-use  classes.  Con- 
sumptive uses  would  be  allowed  within  environmental  parameters.  The  major 
benefit  of  this  alternative  is  that  it  was  developed  from  the  resolution 
of  conflict  identified  during  the  extensive  public  involvement  process. 

MAJOR  AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY 

Motorized  Vehicle  Access;  The  Desert's  large  size,  extreme  tempera- 
tures,  and  characteristically  varied  and  sparsely  vegetated  terrain  has 
favored  the  use  of  morotized  vehicles  for  access.  Roads  and  ways  have 
proliferated.  Controversy  exists  about  how  much  this  traditional  freedom 
of  access  should  be  curtailed  to  protect  fragile  desert  resources  and  the 
sensitivities  of  other  users. 

Wildlife  Protection;  Lists  of  rare,  threatened  or  endangered  wildlife 
species  testify  to  the  deterioration  of  wildlife  habitat  quality  caused  by 
increasingly  pervasive  consumptive  use.  Controversy  exists  about  the 
degree  to  which  necessary  measures  to  safeguard  wildlife  should  be  re- 
quired to  constrain  economic  and  recreational  uses. 

Wilderness;  "Wilderness"  has  assumed  a  high  value  in  the  American 
consciousness.  The  Desert  has  abundant  wilderness  characteristics;  pre- 
servation of  these  contributes  to  an  awareness  of  other  limited  resources, 
particularly  minerals  and  energy. 

ACECs:  Rare  and  special  features  of  the  Desert's  natural  environment 
or  evidence  of  past  human  activity  deserve  concentrated  management  atten- 
tion. Controversy  exists  about  how  many  locations  in  which  the  strong 
management  proscritptions  of  the  ACEC  should  be  applied. 

Mineral  Exploration  and  Development;  The  mineral  resources  of  the 
Desert's  geological  environment  may  have  an  in-place  value  of  several 
hundred  billion  dollars.  There  is  a  basic  human  need  of  these  resources 
and  a  key  to  finding  and  developing  them  is  availability  of  land  for 
exploration;  however,  finding  and  extracting  mineral  resources  can  con- 
flict with  measures  to  protect  the  natural  environment  against  disturbance. 

Energy  and  Utilities;  Much  of  the  coastal  metropolis  energy  comes 
through  the  Desert.  The  routing  of  utility  corridors  arouses  controversy 
in  desert  communities,  among  those  concerned  about  disturbance  of  natural 
and  cultural  values,  and  citizens  who  believe  efficient  and  reliable 
services  should  come  first.  Similar  conflicts  arise  in  regard  to  power 
generation  site  proposals  in  the  Desert. 
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Livestock  Grazing;  This  traditional  Desert  activity  confronts  rec- 
reationai  uses,  cultural  resources,  protection  and  competition  with  wild- 
life and  wild  horses  and  burros. 

Wild  Horses  and  Burros;  An  introduced  species,  these  large  herbivores 
are  protected  by  Federal  law.  The  controversy  exists  about  what  popu- 
lation increases  have  done  and  will  do  to  the  ecological  balance  required 
by  the  law,  and  need  to  maintain  healthy  herds  and  animals. 

Recreation;  The  increasing  numbers  of  people  who  are  "getting  away 
from  it  all"  in  the  California  Desert  find  that  some  of  it  is  coming  with 
them.  Increasing  numbers  and  types  of  recreation  may  disturb  natural 
values  and  create  conflicts  among  differing  types  of  recreationists  com- 
peting for  the  same  areas,  and  also  conflicts  between  recreationists  and 
other  users  of  the  Desert. 

Procedural  Issues;  A  number  of  issues  are  related  to  the  preparation 
of  the  Desert  Plan  and  management  proposal  to  resolve  conflicts.  Among 
these  are;  the  use  of  an  ecosystem-based  analysis,  the  adequacy  of  deci- 
sion documentation,  the  size  and  complexity  of  the  Draft  Plan,  the  ade- 
quacy of  the  Draft  EIS  impact  assessment,  and  the  depth  of  detail  in 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Plan.  These  issues  are  discussed  in  detail 
in  the  EIS. 
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APPENDIX  8:  SAMPLE  EIS  INTRODUCTION 


INTRODUCTION 

Purpose  of  the  EIS 

This  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  analyzes  the  effects  of  live- 
stock grazing  on  101,000  acres  of  public  land  administered  by  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  Bakersfield  District.  It  is  an  analytic  instrument 
which  will  be  used  in  deciding  a  course  of  action  affecting  certain  range 
lands  in  central  California.  The  decision  evolving  from  this  study  will 
determine  final  vegetation  allocations  among  livestock,  wildlife  and 
non-consumptive  uses  such  as  watershed  and  aesthetics. 

The  EIS  is  being  prepared  between  the  recommendation  and  decision  phases 
in  the  land-use  planning  process.  It  has  also  included  formal  con- 
sultation with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  with  respect  to  en- 
dangered species  in  the  EIS  area,  and  a  "scoping"  process  involving  other 
federal  agencies,  State  and  local  governments,  special  interest  groups  and 
the  general  public.  As  a  result  of  these  efforts,  specific  resource 
problems  related  to  livestock  grazing  have  been  identified.  The  purpose 
of  the  EIS  is  to  assess  those  problems  and  alternative  strategies  for 
solving  them. 

Location  of  the  EIS  Area 

The  EIS  area  encompasses  the  Mother  Lode  Country  of  California  extending 
from  Fresno  County  north  to  Yuba  County  (Map  1-1).  It's  eastern  boundary 
is  the  summit  of  the  Sierras.  It  includes  two  planning  units  within  the 
Folsom  Resource  Area  (Map  1-2). 
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Map  1-1  Location  of  the  EIS  Area 


(Within  the  enlargement  of  the  EIS  area,  this  map  shows  county  boundaries.  If 
county  boundaries  go  beyond  the  EIS  area,  those  extensions  should  be  shown.) 
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Map  1-2  BLM  Planning  Subdivisions 


(This  map  should  show  current  planning  unit  and  resource  area  boundaries 
within  the  EIS  area.  If  a  planning  subdivision  extends  beyond  the  study  area, 
that  extension  should  be  shown.  This  map  should  have  the  same  base  or  be  the 
base  for  the  other  maps  in  the  EIS.) 
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Major  Issues  and  Relevant  Data  Categories 

The  major  issues  identified  in  preplanning  analysis  and  public  scoping 
meetings  were: 

(List  and  describe  each  issue) 

EXAMPLES:    1.   Impact  of  grazing  on  white  sedge  which  has  been  pro- 
posed as  an  endangered  plant.  (Hypothetical  example) 

(Add  a  paragraph  describing  this  issue,  and  related 
management  considerations.) 

2.   Soil  erosion  (head  cuts  and  bank  sloughing  near  Horse 
and  Mule  Creeks  in  Stone  Throw  Allotment)  (Hypothetical 
example) 

(Add  a  paragraph  describing  this  issue  and  related 
management  considerations.) 

Relevant  data  categories: 

The  following  impact  analysis  conclusions  will  be  provided  for  each  issue: 
The  analysis  will  provide  the  following  information  for  each  issue: 

(State  the  specific  kinds  of  impact  conclusions  which  will 
be  reached  for  each  issue.) 

EXAMPLES:    1.   Acres  of  habitat  (and  %  of  total  habitat),  protected, 

enhanced,  damaged,  or  destroyed. 

2.   Miles  of  riparian  habitat  (%  of  total  disturbed  miles) 
a  -  restored,  b  -  improved,  c  -  stabilized,  d  -  no 
change,  e  -  worsened. 

Interrelationships 

The  management  of  public  lands  in  the  EIS  area  is  related  to  the  manage- 
ment practices  of  other  Federal  Agencies,  State  Agencies,  and  private 
organizations. 

(Briefly  describe  such  relationships  under  the  headings  below.) 

Federal  Agencies 
State  Agencies 
Other  Organizations 
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APPENDIX  9:  SAMPLE  SUMMARY  COMPARISON  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

Comparison  of  the  Alternatives 

The  key  elements  and  major  impacts  of  the  alternatives  are  summarized  in 
Tables  2-7  and  208.  Forage  allocations  to  livestock  are  different  for 
each  alternative,  but  range  developments  and  vegetation  treatments  are 
nearly  identical  under  Alternative  2  and  3.  The  difference  is  that  Alter- 
native 3  includes  150  miles  of  boundary  fencing  and  several  additional 
water  developments.  Alternative  4  includes  200  miles  of  boundry  fence. 
Other  than  that  neither  Alternatives  1  or  4  include  any  range  improvements. 

Ecological  range  condition  and  wildlife  habitat  condition  are  projected  to 
improve  as  forage  allocations  to  livestock  decrease  under  the  Proposed 
Action,  and  would  be  even  better  under  Alternative  3  and  still  better 
under  No  Grazing.  The  risk  of  impacts  to  sensitive  plants  would  be  reduced 
by  reduced  grazing,  and  water  quality  and  stream  channel  stability  would 
improve.  By  the  year  2005  forage  production  increases  under  the  Proposed 
Action  would  result  in  an  increase  of  about  $60,000  in  annual  regional 
livestock  sales  (assuming  a  continuation  of  current  forage  allocation 
ratios).  Under  Alternative  3  the  increase  would  be  about  $125,000. 

The  costs  of  the  Proposed  Action  would  be  (1)  $1,000,000  for  AMP  develop- 
ment and  range  developments  and  vegetation  treatments  over  a  5-year 
period,  and  (2)  an  initial  loss  of  $80,000  in  regional  livestock  sales 
that  would  gradually  decrease  (as  forage  production  increased),  but  would 
initially  substantially  impact  two  of  eighteen  operators.  Alternative  3 
would  cost  somewhat  more  due  to  the  additional  fencing  and  increased 
initial  impacts  on  livestock  operators,  but  it  would  result  in  greater 
economic  and  ecological  benefits  in  the  long-term.  The  No  Livestock  Graz- 
ing Alternative  would  cost  nothing  and  would  be  the  most  ecologically 
beneficial  but  would  have  substantial  economic  impacts  on  12  operators. 
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TABLE  2 
KEY  ELEMENTS 


I  Acres  of  Land  Affected 


Other 


r  of  A!  lotnients 


j or  issues 


Unalloted  Areas 


iota!  Acres 


'i.t rent  Livestock  Carrying 
Capacity  (AUMs) 

?ietary  Overlap  with  Other 


AiJM  Allocations 

Livestock 
Deer 

Miles  of  Fence 

Internal  Fence 

Boundary 

Water  Developments 

Chsrn.    Brush  Control 

Prescribed  Burn 

Cost  o f  A"P  and  Improvements 

Iriple.TiSntation  Period: 


Alternative  A 
!  Proposed  Action 


Alternative  E 
No  Grazing 


Alternative  C  \    Alternative  D 


No  Action 


Alternative  E 


Livestock  Max.  j Watershed/Hi  1  dl ife 


1)  Forage  competition  between  livestock,  deer,  and  tule  elk 

2)  How  to  correct  poor  ecological  condition  on  73,500  acres 

3)  Potential  impacts  to  lands  under  wilderness  review 


TABLE  2-8 
COMPARISON  OF  LONG-TERM  MAJOR  IMPACTS  OF  THE  ALTERNATIVES 


Environmental  Element 

Present 
Unit       Status 

Alternative  A    Alternative  B    Alternative  C    Alternative  D 

Alternati 

■e  E 

Vegetation 

Pounds* 

Production  (Average  Year) 

Soils 

Acres 
Ac. Ft. /Year 

Acres 

Disturbance 
Sediment  Loss 
Critical  or  Severe 
Erosion  Condition 

Wildlife 

Acres 

• 

Mule  Deer 
Improve 
Decline 
Static 

Nonga;re 
Improve 
Decline 
Static 

Acres 

Riparian 

Acres 

• 

Livestock  Grazing 

AUMs 

Change  % 
Change  LBS. 
Change  LBS. 
Change  % 

Calf  Crops 
Calf  Weaned  Weights 
Cull  Cow  Weights 
Death  Loss 

Economics 

$  Change 
from  present 
$  Change 

Income  from  Livestock 
Revenue  (BLM) 

Social  Conditions 

(When  mockup  of  Chapter  4  is  complete ,   construct  this   table  based  on 
the  information   that  will   be  obtained.) 

Attitudes  and  Values 

Rancher  Lifestyle 

. 

I 


*Pounds  of  usable  air  dry  forage 


APPENDIX  10:  EXAMPLE  OF  MITIGATION  MEASURES  IN  AN  EIS 
MITIGATION 

Mitigation  measures  which  apply  to  adverse  impacts  identified  for  one  or 
more  of  the  alternatives  are  described  below.  Table  III-ll  presents  the 
impacts,  applicable  measures,  and  the  effectiveness  of  mitigation. 

1.  Maintain  and/or  relocate  existing  water  sources  utilized  in  support  of 
previous  grazing  leases  on  a  regular  basis  where  identified.  Work  cooper- 
atively with  California  Fish  and  Game  Department,  through  a  cooperative 
agreement  to  insure  manpower  and  funding  for  this  maintenance. 

2*  Areas  developed  for  new  water  sources  will  be  developed  with  minimal 
disturbance  of  natural  vegetation  and  soils  and  done  so  under  general 
landscape  design  features. 

3.  Reseed  the  400  acres  of  that  portion  of  the  existing  seeding  project 
in  the  Oriflamme  allotment  currently  in  poor  condition  with  native  plant 
species  to  protect  the  soil  base  from  erosion.  Fence  the  reseeded  project 
to  restrict  cattle  use. 

4.  Burned  and  plowed  areas  will  be  fenced  for  two  growing  seasons  to 
reduce  vegetation  reduction  and  soil  disturbance. 

5.  Fencing  water  troughs  and  any  salt  or  mineral  blocks  will  be  located 
in  areas  of  less  than  30%  slope. 

6.  Population  control  measures  for  deer  (by  hunting)  and  bighorn  sheep 
(by  removal  and/or  transplanting)  will  be  carried  out  to  control  wildlife 
grazing  pressure. 

7.  When  fences  are  constructed,  gates,  crossings,  cattleguards,  and  gap 
fences  (where  appropriate)  will  be  provided. 

8.  Establish  amenable  time  frame  for  removal  of  personal  property  of 
livestock  operators  associated  with  the  grazing  leases  to  be  terminated 
within  acceptable  terms  and  conditions  provided  in  title  43  CFR  4160. 


*  Eastern  San  Diego  County  Planning  Unit  Grazing  EIS  final  Nov.  1979. 
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TABLE  III-U 
EFFECTIVENESS  OF  MITIGATION 


Advors?  Irjcct 


Applicable 
Mitigating 
Keasure(s). 


Vs'ATE?.  F.ESGUr.CES 

1.  Due  to  location  and  poor 
rair.te^a.'xe,  existing  water 
sere?  a-d  developments  have 
beccne  largely  deteriorated. 


2.  Lack  of  sufficient  water 
sources  r.ay  cause  overuse  of 
s'„~e  serines  and/or  developed 
sources.  Develo?-ent  of  new 
so-rces  rzy   cause  vegetation 
ar.d  soil  less. 


SCILS 

3.  Four  hundred  acres  of  the 
seeding  project  1n  Oriflame 
are  ir.  peer  condition  with 
disturbed  soils  and  a  high 
erosion  rate. 

4.  Mechanical  treatr^nt  and 
prescribed  burning  will 
tcTorarily  increase  erosion 
potential. 


Alt'.  1 


lt  2       1.  The  extent  of  Impact  1s  sig- 
nificant and  although  measures 
proposed  would  be  moderately 
successful  in  detering  stated 
impacts,  funding,  and  manpower 
is  questionable.  Therefore, 
overall  reduction  is  antici- 
pated to  be  slight  or  at  low 
success. 

2      .2.  Measure  will  be  highly 

successful  in  reducing  stated 
impact  because  no  new  water 
sources  hav  been  provided  in 
recent  years  under  court 
mandated  procedures. 


3.  Estimated  soil  erosion 
will  be  reduced  80S. 


NA 


Alt.  2 


Alt.  3 


Alt.  4 


1.  The  extent  of  impact  1s 
significant  and  measures 
proposed  would  be  highly 
successful.  Funding  and  man- 
power will  be  provided. 
Therefore,  overall  reduction 
is  anticipated  to  be  high. 


2.  There  will  be  significant 
improvement  in  impact  reduc- 
tion under  intensive  use  due 
to  increased  manpower  and 
funding.  This  is  anticipated 
due  to  the  BLM's  actions 
under  intensive  management 
for  livestock  grazing  in 
conjunction  with  full  imple- 
mentation of  AMPs  and  HMPs. 


NA 


4.  Estimated  30-50%  soil 
loss  reduction. 


1.  See  Alt.  2 


1.  See  Alt.  2 


2.  See  Alt.  2 


2.  See  Alt.  2^ 


3..  NA 


4.  See  Alt.  Z 


3.    NA 


4.  See  Alt.  2 


REOUCTIpN  DUE  TO  MITIGATION 


i 


Adverse  Ir-oact 


Applicable 
Kit1 gating 
Keasure(s) 


5.  Heavy  use  of  forage  and 
soil  compaction. will  occur 
around  fencing  and  water 
troughs. 

VEGETATIC3 

6.  Heavy  grazing,  by  wildlife,    • 
is  kr.cv.-n  to  occur  in  select  areas 
of  thair  habit.  With  expected 
increases  in  wildlife  populations, 
sensitive  plant  species  will  have 
increased  tra.-pling  and  grazing 
pressure. 

7.  reccing  to  prevent  livestock 
trespass,  en  public  land,  will 
on  occasion  block  access  roads 
end  trails  to  wildlife,  livestock 
operators  and  recreationi sts. 


S.  Personal  property  (i.e., 
fencing  material,  pipe  and 
troughs)  of  livestock 
operators  would  be  impounded. 


Alt.  1 


Alt.  2 


Alt.  3 


Alt.  4 


5.  NA  ■ 


5.  Soil  erosion  will  be 
reduced  30%. 


5.  See  Alt.  2 


5.  Sensitive  plant  species  and   6.  See  Alt.  1 

and  flora  would  be  maintained  at 

levels  necessary  to  continue 

reproduction.  Therefore,  this 

measure  will  be  moderately 

effective. 


6.  See  Alt.  1 


5.  Soil  erosicn 
in  these  sites 
will  reduce  by 
101. 


6.  See  Alt.  1 


7.  This  will  vary  depending  on 
the  location  of  fences  and  its  : 
disturbance  on  wildlife  move- 
ment patterns.  However, 
restriction  of  movement  will 

be  moderately  reduced. 

8.  Livestock  operators  will  be 
able  to  retrieve  some  of  the 
original  capital  outlay  for 
putting  in  these  materials. 
However,  this  will  be  of  lew 
effectiveness  because  of  time 
and  labor  costs  involved  in 
removing  these  materials  and 
depreciation  of  materials 
depending  on  how  long  they  have 
been  in  use. 


7*  See  AH.  1 


7.  See  Alt.  1 


8.  NA 


8.  NA 


8.  NA 


APPENDIX  11:  SAMPLE  DECISION  DOCUMENT 

Note:  This  example  is 
longer  than  generally 
.  desired.' 

COSO  GEOTHERMAL  LEASING 

DECISION  DOCUMENT 

I.  Introduction 

The  State  Director  must  decide  whether  to  lease  the  geothermal  re- 
sources within  the  Coso  Geothermal  Study  Area  and,  if  so,  which  and 
how  many  acres   Concurrence  must  also  be  obtained  from  the  Commander 
of  the  China  Lake  Naval  Weapons  Center  for  any  leasing  decision  on 
lands  withdrawn  by  the  Navy  under  PLO  431. 

Statutory  authority  for  the  leasing  of  geothermal  resources  by  the  BLM 
is  vested  in  P.L.  91-581,  85  Stat.  1577,  30  U.S.Q.  Paragraph  1002  et 
seq. ,  the  Geothermal  Steam  Act  of  1970. 

Issue:  Should  the  State  Director,  California,  offer  for  lease  sale 
lands  within  the  Coso  Known  Geothermal  Resource  Area  which  are  defined 
as  the  Coso  Geothermal  Study  Area? 

II.  Background 

A.   Description  of  the  Proposal  and  Alternatives 

The  BLM  proposes  to  offer  competitive  and  non-competitive  geo- 
thermal leases  on  a  major  portion  of  the  Coso  Known  Geothermal 
Resource  Area  (KGRA),  hereafter  referred  to  as  the  Coso  Geo- 
thermal Study  Area  (CGSA).  The  CGSA  encompasses  72,640  acres. 
Of  the  total  25,650  acres  are  public  lands,  41,560  acres  are 
within  the  Naval  Weapons  Center  (NWC)  withdraw!,  2,920  acres  are 
NWC  fee-acquired  lands,  and  approximately  1,710  acres  are  pri- 
vately held.  The  State  of  California  and  Los  Angeles  Department 
of  Water  and  Power  together  own  about  800  acres.  The  total 
acreage  available  for  leasing,  excluding  NWC  fee  and  private  land 
in  Rose  Valley  is  approximately  69,040. 

Private  land  in  Rose  Valley  is  not  proposed  at  this  time  for 
geothermal  leases,  although  the  minerals  are  under  Federal  juris- 
diction. The  deletion  is  for  several  reasons;  geothermal  poten- 
tial is  low  in  Rose  Valley,  the  benefits  to  the  Government  from 
leasing  do  not  appear  to  overweigh  the  social  detriment  to  the 
landowners,  alfalfa  and  other  private  uses  appear  to  be  a  higher 
use  of  the  land  than  geothermal  leasing  and  until  recently  in- 
dustry had  expressed  no  interest  in  the  private  land. 
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Phillip  A.  Hennis,  partner  with  Charles  D.  Craig  in  the  Rose  Valley 
Ranch,  has  applied  to  buy  the  mineral  rights  on  the  Rose  Valley  Ranch 
(CA  5922)  February  1979.  This  case  is  currently  in  the  Ridgecrest 
Resource  Area  for  processing.  Subsequent  to  Mr.  Hennis'  application, 
applications  for  non-competitive  geothermal  leases  on  lands  including 
Rose  Valley  Ranch  were  received  by  the  California  State  Office  -  (CA 
6365)  August  1,  1979,  and  (CA  6595)  November  1979.  Because  of  this 
conflict  which  must  be  resolved,  leasing  on  the  Rose  Valley  Ranch 
will  not  be  considered  an  option  in  this  paper.  Rather,  the  State 
Office  will  work  with  the  applicants  for  the  non-competitive  lease  to 
see  if  they  can  show  that  leasing  isa  higher  and  better  use  than 
alfalfa  ranching.  At  the  same  time,  the  Ridgecrest  Resource  Area 
will  continue  working  on  the  Hennis  application  to  buy  the  mineral 
rights.  If  the  non-competitive  lease  application  is  turned  down,  it 
is  likely  that  the  mineral  rights  would  be  sold  to  Hennis,  since  at 
this  time,  there  appears  to  be  no  reason  for  denial. 

Geothermal  leasing  assumes  full  development  of  the  resource,  which 
can  be  broken  into  five  stages; 

1.  Preliminary  exploration 

2.  Exploratory  well  drilling 

3.  Field  development 

4.  Resources  utilization 

5.  Close-out 

Alternatives  to  leasing  all  available  acres  which  have  been  analyzed 
including  the  following: 

1.  No  leasing 

2.  Lease  all  lands  except  those  with  significant  surface  conflicts 

3.  Partial  deferred  leasing  to  protect  cultural  resources 

4.  Lease  with  no  surface  disturbance  on  lands  with  significant 
surface  conflicts 

5.  Defer  leasing  until  completion  of  Federal  testing  of  the  geo- 
thermal resource 

6.  Staged  leasing  by  zone  of  geothermal  potential 

7.  Unitization 
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B.  History 

A  series  of  events  led  up  to  the  proposed  lease  sale: 

1.  The  Naval  Weapons  Center  requested  that  the  BLM  defer  leasing  in 
the  Coso  KGRA  until  they  completed  their  efforts  todefine  the 
resource.  This  occurred  sometime  in  1975  or  1976,  at  least 
before  October  1976.  BLM  agreed  to  hold  off  on  leasing. 

2.  In  1977,  pressure  from  the  State  of  California  to  make  available 
alternative  energy  sources  intensified. 

3.  BLM,  NWC  and  USGS  met  in  1977,  several  times  on  three  development 
alternatives  proposed  by  the  NWC.  BLM  and  NWC  agreed  to  prepare 
a  joint  EAR  on  BLM  leasing  of  geothermal  resources. 

4.  BLM  decided  an  EIS  was  necessary  and  decided  to  contract  it;  thus 
requiring  more  time  than  originally  planned. 

5.  NWC  embarked  on  a  separate  EIS  and  concurrently  obtained  legal 
authority  (P.L.  95-356)  to  develop  geothermal  resources  on  their 
own,  thus  preventing  BLM  from  leasing  NWC  acquired  lands. 

6.  The  NWC  reduced  the  size  of  the  BLM  EIS  Coso  Geothermal  Study 
Area  by  pulling  the  north  boundary  in  from  the  KGRA  boundary,  a 
reduction  of  eight  square  miles  in  the  area  available  for  leasing. 

7.  A  geothermal  exploration  well  was  drilled  on  withdrawn*  lands, 
CEGH-1  in  1977.  It  was  funded  by  DOE  and  the  contracted  drilling 
was  managed  by  NWC  and  DOE.  (*NWC  insisted  that  the  well  was  on 
acquired  lands  until  BLM  toured  the  completed  well  site.) 

8.  BLM  and  NWC  signed  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  in  December 
1977,  to  agree  to  modify  PLO  431  to  allow  leasing  of  geothermal 
resources  and  to  develop  a  contraints  package  for  addition  as  an 
amendment  to  the  MOU. 

9.  CEGH-1  was  unsuccessfully  flow-tested  in  1978,  the  problem  ap- 
parently being  that  the  producing  stratas  were  plugged  with 
drilling  mud.  (Some  industry  representatives  feel  that  the 
producing  stratas  were  not  adequate  even  if  they  had  not  been 
plugged  with  mud.) 

10.  The  NWC  reduced  the  Coso  Geothermal  Study  Area  boundaries 
(1978).  This  reduction  was  purported  to  be  for  cultural  re- 
sources protection  on  the  east  side  (4.5  square  miles),  mission 
protection  on  the  north  side  (seven  square  miles)  and  mission 
protection  on  the  southeast  corner  (reduction  of  one  square  mile 
in  the  area  available  for  leasing,  and  reduction  to  surface 
occupancy  only  on  an  additional  4.5  square  miles). 
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11.  The  NWC  released  their  final  EIS  on  the  NWC  geothermal  develop- 
ment program  and  contracted  with  California  Energy  Company,  Inc., 
in  1979,  to  produce  geothermal  energy. 

III.    Issues 

A,   Environmental/ Social 

1.   Air  Quality 

Air  quality  issues  in  the  Coso  Geothermal  Study  Area  can  be 
divided  into  two  types,  local  fugitive  dust  and  regional 
visibility  impact  from  hydrogen  sulfide  emissions. 

The  RAMR  model  used  to  estimate  pollutant  concentrations 
tends  to  over-predict  concentrations.  An  uncertainty  of  +/- 
50%  should  be  allowed.  The  equations  used  to  calculate  the 
fugitive  dust  emissions  assume  all  emitted  dust  particles 
greater  than  30/um  in  diameter  to  be  indefinitely  suspended, 
while  the  larger  of  these  might  actually  travel  no  more  than 
a  few  kilometers.  The  predicted  concentrations  should  be 
accepted  with  these  qualities  in  mind. 

Owens  Lake  dust  storms  occur  up  to  12  times  per  year. 
Strong  winds  of  50  mph  blow  from  the  north  carrying  large 
quantities  of  dust  from  the  dry  Owens  Lake  bed  and  often 
decreasing  visibility  to  less  than  one  mile.  The  dust  can 
extend  over  an  area  of  3500  square  miles,  encompassing  both 
the  CGSA  and  the  Indian  Wells  Valey  area.  Total  suspended 
particulate  (TSP)  concentrations  during  these  storms  are 
well  over  1000  ug/m3. 

Fugitive  dust  emissions  are  caused  by  wind  erosion  of  ex- 
posed areas  and  mechancial  disturbance.  The  average  annual 
wind  speed  in  the  CGSA  is  8.2  mph.  The  wind  speed  threshold 
for  wind  erosion  of  exposed  areas  is  12  mph.  The  1977 
annual  geometric  mean  TSP  of  51.3  ug/m3  for  China  Lake 
does  not  exceed  the  State  standard  (60  ug/m3)  or  the 
Federal  primary  standard  (75  ug/m3). 

The  State  24-hour  fugitive  dust  standard  is  100  ug/m3,  the 
Federal  primary  standard  is  260  ug/m3,  and  the  secondary 
is  150  ug/m3. 

Maximum  predicted  fugitive  dust  standards  will  be  exceeded 
during  winds  of  over  50  mph;  local  concentrations  are  es- 
timated to  be  over  2500  ug/m3. 
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During  winds  of  less  than  18  mph,  the  maximum  predicted  is 
300  ug/nP.  if  the  wind  remains  at  threshold  for  at  least 
8  out  of  24  hours,  the  State  standard  would  be  exceeded,  if 
for  12  out  of  24  hours,  the  Federal  secondary  standard  would 
be  violated,  and  if  for  20  hours,  the  Federal  primary  stan- 
dard would  be  violated. 

The  wind  velocity  is  above  the  12  mph  wind  erosion  threshold 
about  10%  of  the  time.  A  very  rough  calculation  based  on 
local  CGSA  wind  conditions  shows  that  fugitive  dust  stan- 
dards from  wind  erosion  would  be  violated  about  3%  of  the 
time.  It  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  when  an  Owens  Lake 
dust  storm  is  occurring,  all  standards  are  violated  and  this 
is  a  good  portion  of  the  3%. 

Fugitive  dust  emissions  from  mechancial  disturbance  would 
exceed  the  State  and  Federal  standards  locally  under  stable 
meteorological  (worst  case)  conditions.  Maximum  pollutant 
concentrations  would  usually  occur  within  a  kilometer  of  the 
source  and  levels  decrease  quickly  with  increasing  dis- 
tance. Thus  any  primary  pollutant  impacts  will  occur  within 
the  Coso  Range,  and  the  probability  that  Government  stan- 
dards would  be  exceeded  elsewhere  due  to  development  of 
geothermal  resources  appears  to  be  quite  small. 

Hydrogen  sulfide  emissions  can  be  roughly  predicted  but  may 
have  to  be  updated  as  the  chemical  composition  of  the  geo- 
thermal effluent  becomes  better  known.  After  H2S  scrub- 
bing with  95%  efficiency,  the  emission  rate  is  anticipated 
to  be  0.5  g/sec.  Hydrogen  sulfide  does  not  cause  visibility 
impacts,  but  reacts  to  form  sulfur  dioxide  which  undergoes 
further  chemical  conversion  to  sulfate  aerosol.  This  con- 
version takes  about  24  hours,  thus  the  impact  will  be  ge- 
tional  and  would  not  overlap  the  area  of  dust  impact  unless 
the  field  of  view  crosses  through  both  source  areas.  Pre- 
vailing winds  would  take  the  pollutant  towards  Owens  Valley 
and  Indian  Wells  Valley.  Anticipated  lessening  in  visi- 
bility from  full  development  of  600  mw  would  be  about  10%  of 
a  decrease  from  about  61  mmiles  to  about  55  miles.  This  is 
an  upper  limit,  dispersion  will  decrease  the  visibility 
impacts  downwind  of  the  CGSA.  The  Naval  Weapons  Center  has 
indicated  that  they  need  visibility  of  50  miles. 

There  will  be  no  significant  increase  in  infrared  at- 
tenuation, one  of  the  Navy's  concerns. 


2.   Noise 


Three  sensitive  receptors  for  noise  impacts  occur  in  the 
CGSA;  users  of  the  Coso  Junction  rest  stop  on  Highway  395, 
raptors  in  the  roosting/nesting  areas,  and  Native  Americans 
when  they  are  using  the  Coso  Hot  Springs  and  adjacent  prayer 
sites. 
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Noise  disturbance  to  the  Coso  Junction  rest  stop  users  would 
occur  from  truck  traffic  turning  in  to  use  Coso  Road.  Users 
are  temporary  and  noise  disturbance  would  be  intermittent. 

Raptors  use  three  areas  of  ridges ,  canyons  and  cliffs  on  the 
edges  of  the  CGSA  for  roosting  and  probable  nesting.  They 
are  sensitive  to  development  noise.  Proposed  mitigation 
should  alleviate  this  impact. 

The  Owens  Valley  band  of  Paiute-Shoshone  and  Northern  Paiute 
Indians  utilize  the  Coso  Hot  Springs  and  prayer  sites  for 
religious/medicinal  purposes  on  at  least  eight  scheduled 
overnight  visits  plus  additional  visits  as  arranged  with  the 
NWC,  Any  audible  noise  from  construction  drilling  or  ve- 
hicles passing  on  the  road  creates  an  unacceptable  dis- 
turbance to  the  Native  Americans.  Proposed  mitigation  would 
alleviate  the  impact.  However,  no  similar  control  would 
exist  on  NWC  personnel  or  on  their  geothermal  contractor. 

3.   Hydrology 

There  are  two  hydrologic  issues,  potential  impacts  to  the 
ground  water  table  in  Rose  Valley  and  potential  flow  al- 
terations to  Coso  Hot  Springs.  Each  of  these  creates  se- 
condary impacts  to  other  resources. 

Data  is  not  sufficient  to  predict  with  certainty  whether  the 
level  of  the  Rose  Valley  water  table  would  lower.  The 
geothermal  development  model  assumes  a  geothermal  reservoir 
with  poor  recharge  and  poor  permeability  and  porosity.  (The 
latest  USGS  report  by  Robert  Fournier,  1980,  does  not  change 
these  assumptions.)  Because  of  this,  all  geothermal  fluides 
which  do  not  flash  to  steam  to  power  the  turbines  (20% 
anticipated  flashing)  will  be  reinjected  to  maintain  the 
geothermal  reservoir.  Since  geothermal  fluid  cannot  then  be 
used  for  cooling,  extra  cooling  water  will  be  needed  for 
each  power  plant,  about  323  acre  feet  per  year  per  50  mw 
power  plant.  The  need  for  cooling  water  arises  from  the 
assumed  use  of  the  Stretford  H2S  abatement  system  which  is 
current  technology  using  best  engineering  practices.  Such  a 
need  for  water  is  contested  by  NWC  personnel  (led  by  Carl 
Austin)  who  feels  no  additional  water  is  needed.  We  have 
double-researched  it  and  are  confident  that  we  are  correct. 
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Extra  water  is  available  only  from  Rose  Valley.  The  amount 
needed  for  eleven  power  plants,  anticipated  in  the  model  by 
2030,  would  be  4.300  acre  feet/year.  Present  data  on  re- 
charge discharge  from  the  Rose  Valley  water  table  is  tenuous 
but  it  appears  that  recharge  is  presently  3,500  to  4,600 
AF/yr  and  discharge  is  presently  4,100  to  4,700  AF/year.  In 
the  worst  case,  discharge,  which  includes  roughly  3,200 
AF/yr  of  use  by  humans,  exceeds  recharge  by  about  1,000 
AF/year.  In  the  best  case,  recharge  presently  exceeds 
discharge  by  500  AF/year. 

Total  groundwater  in  storage  in  Rose  Valley  is  roughly 
estimated  to  be  3.3  to  5  million  acre  feet.  By  1995,  250  mw 
of  power  may  be  developed  which  would  use  1,800  AF/year  of 
water  from  Rose  Valley.  This  use  plus  increase  in  other 
uses  could  cause  (best  case)  0.9  ft/year  drawdown  in  the 
water  table,  and  (worst  case)  2.2  ft/year  drawdown,  which  of 
course  would  occur  unevenly,  the  most  severe  drawdown  oc- 
curring near  the  pumping  wells.  Rose  Valley  has  adequate 
transmissivity  to  provide  the  water.  If  it  is  assumed  that 
total  field  development  form  start  up  to  shut  down  will  take 
about  70  years,  and  average  water  use  is  at  the  250  mw  level 
of  development,  then  the  water  table  may  be  lowered  a  total 
of  60  to  150  feet. 

Significant  secondary  impacts  from  this  could  be  drying  of 
Little  Lake,  loss  of  phreatophytic  surface  vegetation  around 
Little  Lake,  and  reduction  of  stored  water  in  Rose  Valley. 
Because  Little  Lake  is  fed  by  shallow  natural  springs  and 
supplemented  with  wells,  it  could  be  lowered  or  dried. 
Insufficient  data  is  available  to  predict  at  what  point  this 
would  occur. 

Little  Lake  is  an  important  stopover  and  wintering  point  for 
migrating  water  fowl. 

California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  recently  pur- 
chased a  couple  of  ponds  just  below  Little  Lake  to  use  as  a 
native  fish  sancutary.  They  are  planning  to  introduce  the 
Federally  endangered  Owens  pupfish  (Cyprinodon  radiosus)  to 
these  ponds. 

The  water  source  for  the  ponds  is  not  known,  but  it  is 
assumed  that  it  must  be  seepage  from  Little  Lake  and  that 
supplementary  well  water  is  also  used. 

Coso  Hot  Springs  may  be  modified  by  development  of  geo- 
thermal  resources.  There  are  several  uncertainties  in 
predicting  what  will  happen.  The  Coso  Hot  Springs  are  not 
springs,  but  rather  areas  where  steam  condensate  accumulated 
over  near-surface  impermeable  clay  layers.  Amounts  and 
chemical  concentrations  of  water  vary  with  the  seasons. 
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The  most  likely  mechanism  for  the  surface  thermal 
manifestations  is  that  shallow  groundwater  flows  from 
valleys  west  of  the  springs,  percolates  deeply  enough  to  be 
heated  and  boiled  by  hot  ground  and  steam,  and  then  ascends 
through  fractures  with  the  steam  to  the  surface,  where  it 
condenses  and  accumulates  on  the  impermeable  clay  layer 
several  feet  below  the  surface. 

It  is  anticipated  that  impacts  to  the  Coso  Hot  Springs  would 
be  less  than  if  they  were  directly  fed  by  the  geothermal 
reservoir.  Lowering  of  the  level  of  the  geothermal  reservoir 
and  altering  of  its  natural  flow  by  utilization  of  the 
geothermal  resource  may  affect  the  amount  of  steam  con- 
densate reaching  the  hot  springs.  This  effect  cannot  be 
quantified  or  even  predicted  at  this  time.  Coso  Hot  Springs 
will  be  monitored,  either  by  the  NWC  in  conjunction  with 
their  geothermal  development  program,  or  by  the  BLM  lessees, 
or  by  both.  Unfortunately,  there  are  two  problems;  the 
springs  fluctuate  greatly  under  natural  conditions,  and  if 
changes  do  occur,  it  may  be  difficult  to  identify  whether 
geothermal  development  caused  it  or  which  geothermal  program 
caused  it.  Mitigation  would  have  to  be  developed  at  that 
time. 

The  social  implications  of  impacts  to  Coso  Hot  Springs  to 
the  Native  Americans  are  discussed  under  Socioeconomic. 

4.   Wildlife  and  Flora 

There  are  two  minor  issues  with  wildlife  and  flora.  The 
first  is  the  potential  loss  of  habitat  if  Little  Lake  is 
lowered  or  dried  by  the  lowering  of  the  level  of  the  Rose 
Valley  groundwater  table.  See  Hydrology.  The  second  is 
minor;  various  sensitive  habitats  for  wildlife  and 
CNPS-listed  flora  species  have  been  identifed.  All  can  be 
protected  by  mitigation  without  undue  restrictions  to  geo- 
thermal development.  With  regard  to  the  CNPS  listed  plants, 
the  proposed  action  actually  aegard  to  the  CNPS  listed 
plants,  the  proposed  action  actually  identified  as  occurring 
in  the  CGSA  are  included  in  the  1980  CNPS  Rare  Plant  In- 
ventory and  are  listed  in  List  4,  Plants  Rare  in  California, 
but  common  elsewhere.  These  two  species  do  not  warrant  a 
high  degree  of  protection. 

The  State-listed  Rare  Mojave  ground  squirrel  was  found 
throughout  all  habitats  of  the  CGSA.  Although  anticipated 
to  be  an  issue  CDFG  did  not  comment  on  the  lack  of  specific 
mitigation  or  the  potential  loss  of  habitat.  Because  the 
ground  squirrels  are  so  widespread  and  numerous,  no  specific 
mitigation  is  felt  by  BLM  to  be  necessary.  However,  if 
adverse  impacts  are  identified,  mitigation  will  be  provided 
for  the  conservation  of  this  species.  A  mitigation  plan 
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could  include  zoning  of  areas  of  optimal  habitat  or  high 
density  to  restrict  or  curtail  development;  reducing  noise; 
maintenance  of  native  vegetation  in  sensitive  areas;  and 
reseeding  of  disturbed  areas  with  native  vegetation. 

5.  Cultural  Resources 

Cultural  resources  are  a  large  issue.  The  probability  of 
encountering  material  within  any  one-quarter  square  mile 
unit  in  Zone  1,  the  area  of  highest  geothermal  potential,  is 
89%.  In  Zone  2,  the  probability  is  79% .  and  over  the  rest  of 
the  CGSA,  the  probability  of  encountering  archaeological 
material  in  any  given  one-quarter  square  mile  unit  is  75%. 
The  bulk  of  the  sites  are  lithic  scatters,  the  significance 
of  which  is  indeterminable  at  this  time.  Because  the  lithic 
scatters  cover  such  a  high  percentage  of  the  area, 
mitigation  has  been  jointly  designed  with  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  (see  attached  mitigation  measures).  It 
prescribes  collection  of  additional  data  in  order  to  deter- 
mine the  significance  of  the  lithics.  It  is  anticipated 
that  the  results  of  such  data  collection  and  analysis  will 
enable  the  BLM  to  allow  certain  lithic  scatters  to  be  im- 
pacted by  development  activities  with  little  additional  data 
collection  and  analysis,  rather  than  prohibitively  res- 
tricting geothermal  development  by  prohibiting  surface 
disturbance  or  requiring  extensive  excavation  prior  to 
disturbance.  After  the  proposed  data  collection  and  analy- 
sis, decisions  should  be  possible  on  which  types  of  lithic 
scatters  are  most  baluable  and  which  types  are  adequately 
represented  in  the  area  so  as  to  allow  disturbance  of  some 
while  protecting  others  as  representative  sites. 

6.  Land  Use 

The  one  issue  on  land  use  is  potential  conflict  with  the 
"mission"  of  the  Naval  Weapons  Center.  The  area  in  the 
southeast  corner  of  the  CGSA  has  been  designated  as  lease 
with  no  surface  disturbance  to  avoid  conflicts  with  an 
impact  area.  Other  than  this  area,  there  appears  to  be  no 
surface  conflict  with  the  NWC  mission.  By  the  time  the  Navy 
finishes  its  latests  cuts  on  the  acreages  available  for 
lease  for  inclusion  in  the  PLO  modification,  it  is  doubtful 
that  any  surface  conflict  will  exist. 

The  potential  for  air  quality  impacts  (see  Air  Quality)  is 
overrated  by  the  NWC  in  their  comment  letter  on  the  Draft 
EIS.  Potential  degradation  will  be  well  within  the  limits 
they  set  during  the  analysis  and  during  their  review  of  the 
Draft  EIS. 
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7.   Socioeconomic 

One  issue  has  developed  in  this  aspect  of  the  environment 
impacts  of  several  types  to  the  Native  American  values.  The 
Native  Americans  have  expressed  four  concerns;  all  but  one 
are  potential  impacts  from  the  subject. 

a.  Impacts  of  geothermal  development  on  the  temperature 
and  flow  of  Coso  Hot  Springs  as  discussed  under  Hyd- 
rology impacts  could  occur  and  monitoring  should  detect 
them.  Mitigation  could  then  be  designed,  although  it 
may  be  unacceptable  to  the  Native  Americans. 

b.  Further  restriction  of  Native  American  access  to  Coso 
Hot  Springs  and  the  Prayer  Site(s).  Coso  Hot  Springs 
besides  being  a  National  Historic  Site,  has  been  tradi- 
tionally used  by  the  Native  Americans  for  medicinal  and 
religious  purposes.  Since  the  closure  of  the  NWC  in 
1947,  they  have  been  denied  access  until  recently  when 
the  NWC  granted  them  eight  scheduled  overnight  visits, 
plus  others  if  arranged  ahead  of  time.  Further  res- 
triction will  not  be  an  impact  of  the  BLM  leasing 
program. 

c.  Distruption  of  Native  Americans  religious  and  medicinal 
observances  by  activities  associated  with  developing 
the  geothermal  resource.  This  is  a  valid  concern  and 
is  anticipated  to  be  an  impact  as  discussed  under 
Noise.  Proposed  mitigation  should  alleviate  the  impact 
from  the  BLM  lessees  activities  but  similar  impacts  by 
the  NWC  geothermal  developers  cannot  be  controlled  by 
BLM.  The  NWC  appears  to  be  less  concerned  about  miti- 
gating such  impacts. 

d.  Vandalism  or  accidental  disturbance  to  archaeological 
resources,  especially  burial  sites.  Vandalism  will 
definitely  increase,  although  within  the  NWC,  it  is 
anticipated  that  it  may  not  increase  as  much  as  it 
could  elsewhere  because  workers  will  probably  be  en- 
couraged not  to  loiter  to  and  from  work. 

IV.  Positions  of  Interested  Parties 

A.   Federal 

1.   Naval  Weapons  Center,  China  Lake 

The  NWC  has  expressed  an  acceptance  of  the  leasing  program, 
if  reluctantly,  but  would  prefer  to  see  their  contractor 
control  all  lessees  and  to  have  no  interference  with  their 
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energy  extraction  program.  The  NWC  has  interpreted  their 
constraints  package  very  liberally  (see  their  comment  letter 
on  Coso  DEIS  of  May  19,  1980),  as  giving  them  the  power  to 
require  greater  than  equal  offset  mitigation  for  fugitive 
dust.  It  is  not  likely  that  they  can  even  require  partial 
offset  mitigation  for  fugitive  dust  as  it  is  not  a  point 
source  emission. 

2.  USDA,  Forest  Service 

The  Sequoia  National  Forest  was  briefed  in  early  1979,  on 
potential  air  quality  impacts  to  their  Class  I  areas.  Inyo 
National  Forest  was  invited  to  the  briefing  also  but  de- 
ferred to  the  presence  of  the  Sequoia  personnel.  The 
Sequoia  National  Forest  personnel  were  not  alarmed  about  the 
potential  at  that  time.  Regional  Forest  comments  on  the 
DEIS  concurred  with  the  DEIS  conclusions  on  the  lack  of 
impacts  to  the  Class  I  areas  in  the  Sequoia  and  Inyo 
National  Forests. 

3.  USDI,  Sequoia/Kings  Ca-yon  National  Park 

Park  personnel  were  briefed  on  potential  air  quality  impacts 
and  also  were  not  alaried  about  the  prospective  impacts. 
The  National  Park  Service  submitted  a  no  comment  letter  on 
the  DEIS.  They  also  i-dicated  verbally  that  they  were  not 
concerned. 

4.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

EPA  gave  the  proposed  leasing  and  DEIS  an  ER-2  (Environ- 
mental Reservations  -  Insufficient  Information).  Their 
concerns  center  on  water  and  air  quality.  One  comment  on 
air  quality  was  not  easily  answered.  The  comment  stated 
that  the  discussion  of  impacts  to  the  Prevention  of  Sig- 
nificant Deterioration  (PSD)  increments  allowed  for  nearby 
Class  I  areas  was  inadequate,  and  the  analysis  should  be 
more  detailed.  It  appeared  that  EPA  did  not  like  the  air 
quality  impact  model  which  was  used  (at  their  specific  1978 
direction).  This  model  gave  a  less  detailed  analysis  than 
could  have  been  calculated  using  a  more  expensive  model. 
Upon  questioning,  the  EPA  contact  person  hypothesized  that 
their  concern  was  lack  of  baseline  data  on  meteorology, 
(something  we  cannot  do  much  about),  and  promised  to  check 
with  staff  and  call  back.  Two  calls  later  by  BLM  produced 
no  conclusion  as  to  the  uncertainty  about  their  concern. 
EPA's  lack  of  responsiveness  to  our  need  for  clarification 
has  been  interpreted  as  a  lower  concern  for  the  potential 
PSD  incremental  impacts  than  was  stated  in  the  letter.  In 
any  event,  monitoring  and  modeling  at  the  power  plant  per- 
mitting stage  will  provide  the  necessary  detail,  and  the  NWC 
concerns  for  air  quality  will  insure  that  air  quality  im- 
pacts are  well  monitored  and  mitigated. 
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5.   U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Although  the  USFWS  shoujd  be  considered  a  party  at  interest, 
no  Federal  endangered  or  threatened  species  are  present  and 
they  submitted  a  "no  comment"  on  the  DEIS. 

B.  State  and  Local 

1.  California  Energy  Commission 

Commission  personnel  have  expressed  through  the  years  strong 
support  for  the  geothermai  program.  Their  written  comments 
are  supportive  of  leasing  as  many  acres  as  possible  and 
express  their  opinion  that  exploration  activities  should  be 
promoted . 

2.  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

CDFG  is  concerned  about  potential  impacts  to  Little  Lake  and 
any  springs  and  seeps  and  impacts  to  wildlife  from  workers 
living  on  site  or  in  temporary  housing  nearby.  They  also 
want  BLM  and  USGS  to  provide  reports  from  the  monitoring 
program  to  them  and  to  other  appropriate  agencies  "so  that 
any  necessary  mitigation  can  be  implemented  before  the 
ecosystems  are  damaged."  CDFG  and  BLM  wildlife  personnel  met 
to  review  the  hydrological  monitoring  plan.  CDFG  basically 
liked  ti,  adding  a  few  specifics  which  they  felt  were  needed. 

3.  Other  State  agencies  commenting  on  technical  points  in  the 
DEIS  were  the  Department  of  Conservation  and  the  State  Water 
Quality  Control  Board.  State  agencies  who  should  be  con- 
sidered parties  at  interst  although  they  did  not  comment  are 
Air  Resources  Board  and  the  State  Lands  Commission. 

4.  Kern  County  and  Inyo  County 

Kern  County  has  no  expressed  objections  or  concerns.  Inyo 
County  is  apparently  in  favor  of  the  project,  having  con- 
fined their  comments  to  technical  points.  Inyo  County  has  a 
contract  with  Natelson,  Inc.,  to  develop  a  Geothermai 
Element  by  December  1979.  This  element  is  expected  to 
supplement  the  current  Geothermai  Ordinance. 

C.  General 

1.   Native  Americans;  The  Paiute-Shoshone  Band  in  Owens  yalley 

Neither  the  Native  Americans  or  California  Indian  Legal 
Services  commented  on  the  DEIS.  However,  they  have  been 
quite  concerned  throughout  the  project  about  potential 
impacts  to  the  flow  and  integrity  of  Coso  Hot  Springs  and 
the  Prayer  Site(s).  (The  National  Register  shows  one  prayer 
site,  but  at  least  one  medicine  man  and  his  following  pray 
at  quite  a  different  location.) 
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2.  The  Sierra  Club  is  concerned  that  decisions  on  and  timing  of 
lease  sales  within  the  Coso  KGRA  do  not  conflict  with  the 
Desert  Plan. 

3.  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  Advisory  Board 

The  CDCA  Advisory  Board  members  did  not  comment  on  the  EIS. 
However,  their  reaction  to  briefings  before  the  EIS  contract 
was  awarded  and  during  the  early  stages  of  the  project  was 
that  the  project  and  schedule  was  (and  is)  appropriate  under 
interim  management  because  an  EIS  was  to  be  prepared.  Since 
then,  the  EIS  and  leasing  schedule  has  not  changed. 

4.  Other  Commentors  on  the  DEIS 

All  commentors  on  the  DEIS,  including  Federal,  State,  local 
agencies,  organizations  and  individuals  are  summarized  on 
Table  1.  Certain  commentors  have  indicated  preference  for 
various  alternatives  or  combinations.  These  are  indicated 
on  Table  2. 

V.  Decision  Options 

A.   Alternatives  Analyzed  in  the  EIS 

Proposed  Action  -  Lease  Geothermal  Resources  in  CGSA  Proposed 
Action  -  Lease  Geothermal  Resources  in  CGSA~ 

The  proposed  action  is  to  offer  competitive  and  non-competitive 
geothermal  leases  on  Federal  lands  within  the  Coso  Known  Geo- 
thermal Resource  Area.  Lands  withdrawn  under  PLO  431  for  use  by 
the  Naval  Weapons  Center  totalling  41,560  acres  and  public  lands 
totalling  25,650  acres  are  proposed  for  the  lease  offerings. 
Private  land  is  not  proposed  for  leasing  at  this  time,  although 
it  could  be  considered  in  the  future  if  developable  geothermal 
resources  are  proven  on  adjacent  parcels.  See  Figure  1,  Coso 
Geothermal  Study  Area  and  Figure  2,  Coso  Geothermal  Zones  of 
probability. 


For: 


Impacts  to  the  environmental  and  social  environmental  have 
been  identified  and  analyzed.  The  impacts,  if  mitigated  as 
recommended,  do  not  provide  reasons  which  would  prevent  the 
offerings  of  geothermal  leases. 

There  are  no  apparent  strong  conflicts  with  the  "mission"  of 
the  China  Lake  Naval  Weapons  Center. 
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Will  help  to  meet  California  BLM  geothermal  leasing  goals. 

Will  make  available  to  industry  a  Known  Geothermal  Resource 
Area  which  is  anticipated  to  have  anywhere  from  600  MW  to 
several  thousand  MW  to  electric  potential. 

Against ; 

The  Naval  Weapons  Center  appears  reluctant  to  allow  the 
zones  of  high  and  medium  potential  to  be  leased  preferring 
instead  to  withhold  them  for  future  use  by  themselves. 

The  administration  of  the  lessees  will  be  complicated  by  the 
NWC-imposed  restrictions  and  constraints,  and  their  geo- 
thermal development  program,  which  has  yet  to  drill  an 
exploration  well. 

Some  expert  feel  that  although  the  heat  is  present,  it  isn't 
accompanied  by  enough  porosity  and  permeability  in  the 
geothermal  reservoir,  thus  geothermal  potential  may  be  lower 
than  anticipated. 

Alternative  1  -  No  Leasing 

This  alternative  assumes  no  BLM  lease  program,  but  does  assume 
continuation  of  the  Navy  geothermal  development  program. 


For: 


Avoid  potential  impacts  to  resources  and  to  Native  American 
values. 

Avoid  interfering  with  NWC  mission,  including  their  geo- 
thermal development  program. 

No  one  knows  what  the  geothermal  potential  is;  some  feel 
that  it  is  too  low  to  bother  leasing. 


Against : 


Does  not  meet  BLM's  policy  of  making  available  alternative 
energy  sources. 

No  adverse  impact  are  anticipated  from  leasing  which  would 
warrant  the  no  lease  alternative. 

Would  allow  Navy  to  pursue  their  program  of  acquiring 
authority  to  develop  geothermal  resources  on  withdrawn 
lands,  which  would  result  in  Federal  use  of  a  resource 
considered  to  be  available  to  the  public  sector. 
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The  State  of  California  is  strongly  encouraging  the  BLM  to 
lease  as  many  acres  as  possible  in  California  so  as  to  meet 
their  goals  for  non-nuclear  energy  alternatives. 

Does  not  help  to  meet  California  BLM  leasing  goals. 

Alternatives  2  -  Lease  All  Lands  Except  Those  with  Significant 
Surface  Conflicts 

The  CGSA  is  72,640  acres.  Excluding  NWC  fee  lands  of  2,920 
acres,  private  lands  of  about  1,710  acres .  State  and  Los  Angeles 
Department  of  Water  and  Power  lands  of  800  acres,  68,040  acres  of 
withdrawn  and  public  lands  remain  available  for  leasing.  This 
alternative  would  withhold  about  5,720  acres  of  this  69,040  acres 
from  leasing  to  protect  sensitive  surface  resources.  The  bulk  of 
the  5,720  acres  are  outside  of  the  estimated  geothermal  potential 
Zones  1  and  2,  zones  of  high  and  midium  potential.  See  Figure 
2.  The  resources  which  would  be  protected  include  habitat  of 
California  Native  Plant  Society-listed  plants,  raptor  roosting 
areas  and  carnivore  den  areas,  and  cultural  resources  sites  of 
extremely  high  sensitivity,  including  villages,  rock  art  sites, 
cementaries,  rock  shelters  with  associated  occupational  midden, 
the  portion  of  the  Coso  Hot  Springs  National  Register  Site  which 
is  on  withdrawn  land,  and  the  Fossil  Falls  Archaeological  Dis- 
trict. Stipulations  similar  in  intent  to  those  developed  for  the 
proposed  action  would  be  applied  to  leases  offered  under  this 
alternative.  See  attached  mitigation  measures. 


For: 


Guarantees  that  signifcant  surface  natural  resources  would 
not  be  disturbed  now  or  later  by  geothermal  development, 
unless  under  a  separate  approved  right-of-way. 

Is  not  highly  restrictive  of  leasing;  few  acres  are  with- 
held, and  those  are  predominately  out  of  the  higher  poten- 
tial Zones  1  and  2,  located  rather  in  the  more  marginal 
areas. 


Against: 


By  withholding  5,720  acres  in  small  scattered  blocks  from 
leasing,  management  of  the  geothermal  reservoir  would  be 
complicated.  Such  management  will  already  be  complicated  by 
BLM  lessee-NWC  contractor  situation. 

Similar  protection  of  sensitive  surface  resources  could  be 
obtained  by  mitigating  measures  applied  to  the  leases  with- 
out the  potential  reservoir  management  problems  and  possible 
loss  of  exploitable  geothermal  resource. 
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Possible  loss  of  a  small  amount  of  exploitable  geothermal 
resource  of  unknown  potential,  perhaps  of  non-commercial 
value.  (See  definitions  of  geothermal  potential  zones  in  the 
Coso  FEIS  Map  2  in  this  document.) 

Possible  loss  of  small  amount  of  leasing  revenue. 

Alternative  3  -  Partial  Deferred  Leasing  to  Protect  Cultural 
Resources 

This  alternative  would  allow  an  initial  lease  sale  of  those  areas 
of  the  CGSA  which  have  been  inventoried  for  cultural  resources 
and  found  to  contain  no  cultural  resources,  roughly  six  percent 
of  the  study  area.  These  acres  are  labeled  "low  sensitivity"  on 
Figure  3.  After  sufficient  data  and  analysis  would  be  collected, 
and  mitigation  measures  would  be  developed,  leasing  of  the  rest 
of  the  CGSA  could  be  accomplished.  The  data  and  analysis  would 
be  identical  to  the  Cultural  Resources  Assessment  Strategy  re- 
quired in  the  mitigation  for  the  proposed  action.  The  second 
lease  sale  could  probably  occur  a  year  or  two  after  the  initial 
sale,  depending  upon  funding  of  the  Cultural  Resources  Assessment 
Strategy.  The  purpose  of  this  alternative  would  allow  the  col- 
lection of  sufficient  data  on  cultural  resources  to  determine 
optimal  mitigation  measures  prior  to  development.  Stipulations 
similar  in  intent  to  those  developed  for  the  proposed  action 
would  be  applied  to  all  leases  offered. 


For: 


Would  insure  that  cultural  resources  would  be  systematically 
protected  by  optimal  mitigation  measures  rather  than  pro- 
tected on  a  piecemeal  basis  without  an  understanding  of  the 
interrelationship  among  the  various  archaeological  resources 
in  the  CGSA  and  surrounding  region. 

Would  help  to  prevent  mitigation  measures  to  protect  cul- 
tural resources  which  would  be  highly  restrictive  of  the 
geothermal  development  programs  of  the  lessees.  This  could 
be  likely  because  of  the  extremely  high  percent  coverage  of 
the  CGSA  by  cultural  resources.  If  more  is  initially  known 
about  the  cultural  resources,  especially  lithics  sites,  then 
the  value  of  the  sites  which  contain  lithics  can  be  deter- 
mined, and  less  restrictive  mitigation  measures  can  be 
developed . 

Accidental  disturbance  of  cultural  resources  would  not  occur 
if  the  lands  were  not  under  lease. 
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Against : 

Would  greatly  limit  the  area  which  could  be  leased,  thus 
perhaps  causing  industry  to  lose  interest  in  bidding  on  the 
initial  lease  sale. 

Would  be  highly  restrictive  of  exploration  to  define  the 
resource;  commitment  of  financial  resources  by  the  lessees 
for  serious  exploration  might  occur  more  slowly  as  the  area 
initially  available  may  not  give  them  sufficient  geothermal 
resource  potential  to  warrant  large  investments. 

Is  not  really  necessary  to  protect  cultural  resources  if 
mitigation  recommended  for  the  proposed  action  is  im- 
plemented; such  mitigation  accomplishes  the  same  goal  of 
increased  understanding  without  delaying  lease  sales  or 
exploration. 

Alternative  4  -  Lease  with  No  Surface  Disturbance  on  Lands  with 
Significant  Surface  Conflicts 

This  alternative  (Figure  4)  would  open  to  leasing  all  lands,  but 
would  require  no  surface  disturbance  of  lands  which  have  been 
identified  as  containing  resources  of  high  sensitivity.  These 
include  habitat  for  rare  or  unique  flora  resources,  valuable 
habitat  for  raptors  and  carnivors,  and  cultural  resources  of 
extremely  high  sensitivity  (villages,  cemetaries,  rock  art  sites, 
certain  rock  shelters  with  associated  occupational  midden,  and 
the  small  portion  of  the  Coso  Hot  Springs  National  Register  which 
occurs  on  withdrawn  lands).  Acreage  thus  protected  totals  less 
than  5,720  acres  protected  in  alternative  two;  the  resources  are 
the  same,  but  the  protective  device  does  not  block  up  the  land 
into  legally  describable  parcels. 


For: 


Would  insure  that  sensitive  flora  and  fauna  habitat  and 
cultural  resources  are  not  disturbed.  It  is  somewhat  more 
restrictive  of  development  on  the  small  parcels  of  land 
which  contain  these  resources  than  is  the  proposed  action. 
The  proposed  action  with  mitigation  would  allow  some  dis- 
turbance of  fauna  habitat  except  during  the  springtime 
reproduction  periods. 

Would  allow  utilization  of  the  geothermal  resource  beneath 
the  small  parcels  containing  sensitive  resources;  slant 
drilling  from  adjacent  lands  should  be  effective  in  all 
instances. 

Is  less  restrictive  of  geothermal  leasing  than  Alternative  2. 
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Against: 

By  requiring  no  surface  disturbance  of  the  parcels  of  land 
containing  sensitive  resources,  this  alternative  is  less 
flexible  than  is  the  proposed  action  plus  recommended  miti- 
gation. 

Could  restrict  exploration  and  development  of  some  of  the 
resources  underlying  these  parcels  because  of  difficulty  in 
slant  drilling  procedures. 

Could  marginally  increase  the  cost  of  development  because 
slant  drilling  would  be  required  to  utilize  the  geothermal 
resources  beneath  the  areas  of  no  surface  disturbance. 

Alternative  5  -  Defer  Leasing  Until  Completion  of  Federal  Testing 
of  the  Geothermal  Reservoir 

This  alternative  would  defer  leasing  until  the  geothermal  reser- 
voir would  be  exploced.  It  assumes  that  the  Department  of  Energy 
would  fund  a  comprehensive  testing/exploration  program.  The  most 
likely  event,  however,  would  be  that  the  NWC  would  continue  to 
explore  on  their  fee-owned  parcels  and  this  would  pass  as  a 
Federal  testing  program.  These  parcels  are  not  located  so  as  to 
provide  an  optimal  exploration  program.  In  addition,  their 
contractor  is  not  considered  by  some  representatives  of  the 
industry  to  be  highly  qualified  for  such  exploration. 

For; 

Could  result  in  less  acreage  disturbed  by  exploration  dril- 
ling because  one  entity  would  be  conducting  one  exploration 
program,  instead  of  several  lessees  each  conducting  explor- 
ation activities. 

Against : 

Would  not  accomplish  leasing  goals. 

Is  not  Federal  responsibility  to  explore  geothermal  reser- 
voirs. 

Not  likely  that  DOE  would  fund;  rather  the  NWC  program  would 

serve  as  the  exploration,  and  it  would  probably  not  be  the 

optiomal  exploration  program  to  determine  the  reservoir 
characteristics. 

Industry  would  oppose  this  alternative;  although  some  in- 
dustry representatives  are  sceptical  about  the  potential  at 
Coso,  they  are  committed  to  at  least  proving  or  disproving 
the  presence  of  the  resource. 
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Certain  members  of  Congress  would  view  the  selection  of  this 
alternative  as  an  indication  of  California  BLM's  lack  of 
commitment  to  energy  leasing. 

Alternative  6  -  Staged  Leasing  by  Geothermal  Potential  Zone 

This  alternative  would  entail  an  initial  lease  sale  of  Zones  1 
and  2,  approximately  10,240  acres.  The  size  of  the  second  and 
subsequent  offerings  would  depend  on  the  success  of  development 
resulting  form  the  first. 


For: 


Possibly  could  please  the  Navy,  because  less  acres  would 
then  be  under  two  uses,  geothermal  and  the  NWC  mission. 
Apparently,  however,  they  would  prefer  to  lease  the  low 
potential  only  and  withhold  from  leasing  the  zones  of  most 
potential  in  order  to  later  obtain  legal  authority  to  de- 
velop geothermal  for  military  consumption  on  withdrawn  lands 
as  well  as  on  fee  lands. 

Could  positively  affect  lease  sale  prices  of  the  second  and 
subsequent  sales  if  the  exploration  of  the  lands  initially 
leased  resulted  in  a  "good  showing."  On  the  other  hand,  if 
findings  were  to  be  disappointing,  interest  in  subsequent 
leases  could  decline  drastically. 


Against : 


Would  slow  exploration  and  definition  of  the  geothermal 
reservoir. 

Would  not  effectively  meet  BLM  California  leasing  goals. 

Industry  could  protest  the  partial  withholding  of  available 
lands  as  they  have  done  in  the  Mono-Long  Valley  KGRA  on  Inyo 
National  Forest  lands.  This  could  hold  up  the  lease  sale  of 
any  acres  until  the  case  would  be  appealed. 

The  initial  sale  could  perhaps  not  include  all  acreages  of 
the  estimate  high  potential  Zones  1  and  2;  as  currently 
pressured  for  by  the  NWC.  It  is  possible  that  DOD  could 
work  the  political  system  to  allow  DOD  development  of  geo- 
thermal resources  on  withdrawn  lands  in  a  manner  similar  to 
their  recent  authorization  to  develop  geothermal  on  fee 
lands.  This  further  authorization  is  an  apparent  goal  of 
DOD;  DOD  is  usually  politically  effective.  Should  such  an 
authorization  occur,  the  public  would  not  receive  access  to 
such  geothermal  resources  as  may  be  available  on  lands  left 
for  later  leasing. 

There  is  no  environmental  reason  to  support  this  alternative. 
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Alternative  7  -  Unitization 

The  proposed  lease  sale  would  occur,  but  all  leases  would  stipu- 
late that  all  lessees  would  be  required  to  enter  into  a  uniti- 
zation agreement  to  explore  and  develop  the  resource  using  a 
single  operator.  Such  a  requirement  could  be  timed  to  occur  at 
the  outset  or  at  any  time  in  the  future.  Unitization  can  be 
required  by  USGS  at  any  time  in  the  future  if  this  alternative  is 
not  implemented. 


For: 


Would  tremendously  simplify  coordination  with  the  NWC  and 
their  geothermal  developer.  Would  help  to  prevent  legal 
confusion  and  bickering  in  the  event  that  Coso  Hot  Springs 
or  the  Rose  Valley  water  table  begin  to  exhibit  signs  of 
being  impacted  by  geothermal  development.  Rather  than  the 
NWC  and  their  geothermal  development  contractor  versus 
several  lessees,  the  conflict  could  be  between  the  NWC  and 
their  contractor  and  one  lessee.  If  unitization  could  be 
required  which  included  the  NWC  geothermal  development 
contractor,  legal  problems  could  be  further  simplified. 

Would  considerably  mitigate  environmental  impacts  projected 
for  the  proposed  action  because  exploration  and  development 
would  be  conducted  in  an  organized  manner  by  one  lessee 
rather  than  several  concurrently. 

Protection  of  cultural  resources  and  other  surface  values 
could  be  more  effective  because  a  single  organized  ex- 
ploration and  development  strategy  could  be  implemented. 
The  alternative  rather  would  be  several  programs  which  may 
be  somewhat  duplicative  and  which  could  provide  only  piece- 
meal understanding  and  mitigation  of  cultural  resources. 


Against; 


The  geothermal  reservoir  is  relatively  unknown.  Unitization 
is  not  considered  optimal  under  such  conditions  because 
monetary  payment/receipts  among  lessees  are  difficult  to 
equitably  arrange. 

Could  result  in  a  less  creative  exploration  strategy  than 
what  could  occur  if  several  lessees  were  to  explore  in- 
dependently . 
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B.   Additional  Options 

Combination  of  Alternatives  2  and  7,  Lease  All  Lands  But  Those 
wTEh  Significant  Surface  Conflicts,  and  Require  Unitization 

For: 

Same  reasons  as  discussed  in  Alternative  2  and  Alternative  7. 

Several  commentors  on  the  Draft  EIS  recommended  this  com- 
bination. 

Against; 

Same  reasons  as  discussed  in  2  and  7. 

Current  Proposal  by  Navy;  Delete  from  Leasing  and  PLO 
Modification  15  Sections  of  the  CGSA  on  the  East  Side 

Allowing  such  a  deletion  would  result  in  acres  available  for 
leasing  which  would  contain  only  43  of  the  estimated  geothermal 
potential  in  Zones  1  and  2.  The  rest  would  be  fee  lands  and 
withheld  from  development  by  the  public. 


For: 


Would  satisfy  the  Navy  -  at  least  for  now. 

No  apparent  mission  conflict  reasons  to  support  the  deletion 
of  the  northern  portion  which  contains  the  lands  in  Zones  1 
and  2. 

Would  leave  open  lands  in  Zones  1  and  2  to  the  probable 
eventuality  of  DOD  authorization  and  to  develop  geothermal 
resources  on  withdrawn  lands.  Thus,  would  allow  Federal 
utilization  of  a  geothermal  resource  utilization  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  public. 
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LOG  OF  OFFICIAL  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  ON  DRAFT  EIS 


NO. 

Date  Received 

I 

3-28-80 

2 

4-10-80 

3 

4-18-80 

4 

4-18-80 

5 

4-23-80 

6 

4-24-80 

7 

5-2-80 

8 

4-30-80 

9 

5-1-80 

10 

5-5-80 

11 

5-7-80 

12 

5-8-80 

13 

5-9-80 

14 

5-9-80 

15 

5-12-80 

16 

5-12-80 

17 

5-12-80 

18 

5-12-80 

19 

5-12-80 

20 

5-12-80 

21 

5-14-80 

22 

5-14-80 

23 

5-15-80 

24 

5-15-80 

25 

5-16-80 

26 

5-16-80 

27 

5-19-80 

28 

5-19-80 

29 

5-23-80 

30 

5-23-80 

31 

5-28-80 

32 

5-29-80 

33 

6-2-80 

34 

6-2-80 

35 

6-2-80 

36 


6-16-80 


Agency,  Organization  or  Individual 

Bureau  of  Reccamation-Lower  Colorado  Regional 
Office  (No  Comments) 

Kern  County  Planning  Department  (No  Comments) 
Rural  Electrification  Administration 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  -  Federal 
Highway  Administration,  Region  9  (No  Comments) 
Ridge-riders;  C.K.  Hollingsworth  -  Trail 
Club,  Ventura 

Carol  Panlaqui,  Ridgecrest 
Department  of  the  Army,  Army  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers, Los  Angeles  District  (No  Comments) 
George  A.  Bridges,  Sacramento,  California 
Ron  Guenther,  Fort  Bragg,  California 
Marguerite  Christoph,  San  Diego,  California 
Ronald  A.  Henry,  Ridgecrest,  California 
USDI,  Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation 
Service,  Pacific  Southwest  Region 
Chris  Brewer,  Kern  County  Museum 
Mark  A.  Roeder,  Scientific  Resource  Surveys, 
Inc. 

Dr.  Robert  D.  Berry,  Maturango  Museum 
Sierra  Club,  Hamilton  Hess 
Katharine  G.  Connable,  Independence, 
California 

Irene  Cuffe,  Lone  Pine,  California 
USDI,  Bureau  of  Mines,  Washington 
Enid  A.  Larson,  Big  Pine,  California 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  IX 
California  Wilderness  Coalition 
Inyo  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Elizabeth  Fontaine,  Tehachapi,  California 
USDI,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (No  Comments) 
Department  of  the  Navy,  Naval  Weapons  Center 
Resources  Agency,  Department  of  Conservation, 
State  of  California 

USDI,  Geological  Survey,  Reston,  Virginia 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
Los  Angeles  Area  Office  (No  Comments) 
USDA,  Forest  Service  Region 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
San  Francisco  Regional  Office 
California  Department  of  Transportation, 
Bishop 

Resources  Agency  of  California 
Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  State  of 
California 

California  Energy  Commission 
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ALTERNATIVES  DECISION  DOCUMENTATION 

Proposed  Action  -  Lease  All  Available  Lands 

Alternative  1  -  No  Leasing 

Alternative  2  -  Lease  All  Lands  Except  Those  with  Significant 
Surface  Conflicts 

Alternative  3  -  Partial  Deferred  Leasing  to  Protect  Cultural 
Resources 

Alternative  4  -  Lease  with  No  Surface  Disturbance  on  Lands  with 
Significant  Surface  Conflicts 

Alternative  5  -  Defer  Leasing  Until  Completion  of  Federal  Testing 
of  the  Geothermal  Reservoir 

Alternative  6  -  Staged  Leasing  by  Geothermal  Potential  Zone 

Alternative  7  -  Unitization 


Combination  of  2  and  7  -  Lease  All  Lands  But  Those  with  Sig- 
nificant Surface  Conflicts,  and  Require  Unitization 

The  Proposed  Action  as  Constrained  by  the  NWC  Deletion  of  57%  of 


the  High  Potential  Resource. 


DATE  JAMES  B.  RUCH 

California  State  Director 
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V.o   leasing. 

Lease  all  lands  except  those  with  significant  surface  conflict. 

Partial  deferred  leasing  to  protect  cultural  resources. 

Lease  with  no  surface  disturbance  on  lands  with  significant  surface  conflicts. 

Defer  leasing  until  completion  of  federal  testing  of  the  geothermal  resource. 

Staged  leasing  by  some  of  geothermal  potential. 
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Specified  "qualified'1  Federal  agency, 
and  not  NV.'C  -  Concerned,  for  cultural 
resources,  Coso  Hot  Springs,  reality  of 
geothermal  potential. 


concerned  about  cultural  resources 
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Until  NU'C  determines  areas  geothermal 
potential . 


Abandon  development  if  significant  and 
permanent  alteration  of  Coso  Hot  Spring; 
occurs  during  testing  or  develcprent. 


Question  exclusion  of  Jul   part  of  K 


Signed  affirmation  at  public  meeting. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
EA  FACE  SHEET 


I.    Title  of  Report    Arizona  State  Land  Department  State  Selection 

Application  A-6112 


EA  Number 
II.    Location 


AZ-099-EA-9-81  8 


Tombstone  Resource  Area,  Earp  District, 
Arizona 


III.    Lead  Writer/Team  Leader  Howard  Marvel 


Realty  Specialist 


IV.  Participating  Staff 
Leonard  "Lyn"  E.  R.  Bee 
John  Doe 


Name  Title 

Resource  Speciality 

Archaeologist 

Wildlife  Biologist 


V.  Team  Leader/Writer 


Signature 


Environmental  Coordinator 


Signature 


Reviewed  by  Area  Manager 


Reviewed  by 


Signature 


Signature 


Date 


Date 


Date 


Date 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

ARIZONA  STATE  LAND  DEPARTMENT  STATE  SELECTION 
APPLICATION  A-6112 

I.  Description  of  the  Alternatives  including  the  Proposed  Action 

Under  the  Enabling  Act  of  June  20,  1910,  the  State  of  Arizona  Land 
Department  has  filed  for  State  Indemnity  School  Selection  on  this 
168.24  acres  of  national  resource  land. 

The  need  is  to  consolidate  presently  unconnected  State  Lands  in  the 
Rimrock  City  area  into  one  manageable  block. 

The  proposed  action  will  involve  the  classification  of  these  lands 
for  state  selection  and  subsequent  transfer  of  ownership  to  the 
State  of  Arizona. 

The  lands  under  consideration  are  as  follows: 

T.  13  N.,  R.  2  W.,  G&SRM      168.24  acres 
Sec.  11,  Lots  3  thru  7 

Valid  existing  rights  will  be  protected. 

Future  land  use  will  be  governed  by  local  planning  and  zoning  con- 
trols. 

An  archeological  survey  has  been  conducted  and  the  area  was  cleared 
for  the  proposed  action.  (See  attached  report). 

The  alternative  to  the  proposed  action  is  to  deny  the  application. 

The  Rimrock  Cattlemen's  Association,  Daughters  of  Rimrock  City,  and 
the  Tombstone  Sierra  Club  chapter  were  contacted  and  had  no  ob- 
jections to  the  proposed  action. 

II.  Environmental  Consequences 

There  would  be  no  significant  environmental  impacts  associated  with 
the  proposed  action  as  there  is  only  a  title  transfer  involved.  The 
selection  application  does  not  require  a  plan  of  management  be  filed 
so  it  is  impossible  to  anticipate  how  the  land  will  be  used  after  it 
becomes  State  property.  The  proposed  action  would,  however,  result 
in  a  decrease  in  Federal  ownership  of  lands  in  Yavapai  County  and  an 
increase  in  State  owned  lands.  No  immediate  change  of  tax  base 
would  occur.  The  grazing  leasee  involved  may  or  may  not  be  impacted 
by  this  transfer  of  ownership.  The  leasee  will  lose  grazing  rights 
under  Federal  regulations  but  the  State  may  assume  the  lease. 

There  are  no  mineral  conflicts  on  the  subject  lands  to  be  trans- 
ferred. No  endangered  plant  or  animal  species  are  known  to  be 
affected  by  the  proposed  action.  Flood  plains  are  not  a  factor  in 
this  case.  Title  transfer  would  be  subject  to  valid  existing  rights. 
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APPENDIX  13:  DEPARTMENTAL  AND  BLM  CATEGORICAL  EXCLUSIONS 


I.    DEPARTMENT 


The  following  actions  are  categorical  exclusions  pursuant  to  516  DM 
2.3A(2).  However,  environmental  documents  will  be  prepared  for 
individual  actions  within  these  categorical  exclusions  if  the  ex- 
ceptions listed  in  Appendix  14  apply. 

[1]  Personnel  actions  and  investigations  and  personnel  services 
contracts. 

[2]  Internal  organizational  changes  and  facility  and  office  reduc- 
tions and  closings. 

[3]  Routine  financial  transactions,  including  such  things  as 
salaries  and  expenses,  procurement  contracts,  guarantees,  financial 
assistance,  income  transfers,  and  audits. 

[4]  Law  enforcement  and  legal  transactions,  including  such  things 
as  arrests;  investigations;  patents;  claims;  legal  opinions;  and 
judicial  proceedings  including  their  initiation,  processing  and/or 
settlement. 

[5]  Regulatory  and  enforcement  actions,  including  inspections, 
assessments,  administrative  hearings,  and  decisions;  when  the  regu- 
lations themselves  or  the  instruments  of  regulations  (leases,  per- 
mits, licenses,  etc.)  have  previously  been  covered  by  the  NEPA 
process  or  are  exempt  from  it. 

[6]  Non-destructive  data  collection,  inventory  (including  mapping), 
study,  research  and  monitoring  activities. 

[7]  Routine  and  continuing  government  business,  including  such 
things  as  supervision,  administration,  operations,  maintenance,  and 
replacement. 

[8]  Management,  formulation,  and  allocation  of  the  Department's 
budget  at  all  levels.  (This  does  not  exempt  the  preparation  of 
environmental  documents  for  proposals  included  in  the  budget  when 
otherwise  required.) 


II.   BLM 


In  addition  to  the  actions  listed  in  the  Departmental  categorical 
exclusions  outlined  in  Appendix  1  of  516  DM2. ,  many  of  which  the 
Bureau  also  performs,  the  following  BLM  actions  are  designated 
categorical  exclusions  unless  the  action  qualifies  as  an  exception 
under  516  DM  2.3A(3): 
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A.  General 

[1]  Inventory ,  data  and  information  collection. 

[2]  Placing  of  monitoring  equipment  (e.g.,  steam  gages). 

[3]  Non-manipulative  research. 

[4]  Minor  routine  or  preventive  operation  and  maintenance 
activities  on  BLM  facilities,  lands  and  resource  developments. 

[5]  Actions  where  BLM  has  concurrence  or  co-approval  with 
another  bureau  and  the  action  is  a  categorical  exclusion  for 
that  bureau. 

B.  Realty 

[1]  Withdrawal  continuations  or  extensions  which  would  merely 
establish  a  specific  time  period  and  where  there  would  be 
essentially  no  change  in  use  and  continuation  would  not  lead  to 
environmental  degradation. 

[2]  Withdrawal  continuations  or  extensions  for  administrative 
sites,  location  of  facilities,  other  proprietary  purposes,  and 
roadside  areas  and  buffer  zones  for  other  bureaus  and  the 
Forest  Service. 

[3]  Withdrawal  continuations  or  extensions  where  a  report  has 
been  prepared  which  determined  that  the  land  contains  minerals 
of  no  more  than  nominal  value  and  there  has  been  no  serious  in- 
terest in  mineral  development  expressed,  and  no  new  uses  would 
be  permitted  and  existing  uses  would  not  lead  to  environmental 
degradation  under  the  continuation. 

[4]  Withdrawal  terminations,  modifications  or  revocations,  if 
because  of  other  withdrawals,  classifications,  management 
decisions  or  administrative  determinations  that  will  survive 
the  action,  the  status  of  the  land,  insofar  as  its  availability 
for  appropriation  under  the  general  land  laws,  will  not  be 
changed. 

[5]  Withdrawal  terminations,  modifications  or  revocations 
that,  because  of  overlying  withdrawals  or  statutory  provisions, 
involve  merely  a  record  clearing  procedure. 

[6]  Withdrawal  revocations  and  opening  orders  for  stock  drive- 
ways. 

[7]  Withdrawal  terminations,  modifications  or  revocations  and 
classification  cancellations  and  opening  orders  where  the  land 
would  be  opened  to  discretionary  land  laws  and  where  such 
future  discretionary  actions  would  be  subject  to  the  NEPA 
process. 
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[8]  Withdrawal  terminations,  modifications  or  revocations  and  class- 
ification cancellations  and  opening  orders  where  the  land  would  be 
opened  to  the  operation  of  mining  laws,  if  the  land  does  not  contain 
minerals  of  more  than  nominal  value,  as  determined  in  accordance  with 
the  established  practices  and  procedures  of  BLM  and  there  has  not 
been  any  serious  interst  in  mineral  development  expressed. 

[9]  Withdrawal  terminations,  modifications  or  revocations  and  open- 
ing orders  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  under  a  specific 
statutory  directive  to  execute. 

[10]  Transfers  of  land  or  interest  in  land  to  other  bureaus  or  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  pursuant  to  Sections  205(c)  or  206(c)  of 
FLPMA  when  the  land  was  acquired  for  that  purpose  and  the  acquisition 
was  covered  by  an  environmental  document. 

[11]  All  non-discretionary  land  actions  in  Alaska  pursuant  to  the 
Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (ANCSA),  Alaska  Statehood  Act, 
and  other  statutes  including: 

(a)  ANCSA  grants 

(b)  Native  allotments 

(c)  Trade  and  manufacturing  sites  (d)  Homesites 

(e)  Headquarters  sites 

(f)  Homesteads 

(g)  State  selections 

[12]  Administrative  conveyances  and  leases  to  the  State  and  Alaska 
to  accomodate  airports  for  which  property  rights  existed  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  NEPA. 

[13]  Continuations  of  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose  Act  lands,  small 
tract  lands,  or  other  land  disposal  classifications  where  the  surface 
has  been  patented  and  the  locatable  minerals  are  reserved  to  the 
United  States. 

[14]  Actions  taken  in  conveying  mineral  interests  under  Section 
209(b)  of  FLPMA  where  the  intended  land  use  by  the  non-Federal  sur- 
face owner  would  be  consistent  with  surrounding  land  uses  or  wculd 
casue  only  minimal  environmental  impact. 

[15]  Color  of  Title  cases  (Class  one). 

[16]  Recordable  disclaimers  of  interest  under  Section  315  of  FLPNA. 

[17]  Corrections  of  patents  and  other  conveyance  documents  under 
Section  316  of  FLPMA  and  other  applicable  statutes. 

[18]  Assignment  of  land  use  authorization  (to  another  party)  where 
the  assignment  conveys  no  additional  rights  beyond  those  granted  in 
the  original  authorization. 
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[19]  Transfer  of  use  authorization  from  one  agency  to  another  when 
an  action  such  as  a  boundary  adjustment  necessitates  changing  a 
right-of-way  from  one  agency  to  another  (e.g.,  Forest  Service  Special 
Land  Use  Permit  to  a  BLM  Title  V  right-of-way). 

[20]  Conversion  of  existing  rights-of-way  grants  to  title  V  of  FLPMA 
grants  where  no  new  facilities  or  other  changes  are  needed. 

[21]  Rights-of-way  inside  another  right-of-way  where  minor  devia- 
tions from  or  additions  to  the  original  right-of-way  are  involved  and 
where  there  is  an  existing  environmental  document  covering  the  same 
or  similar  impacts  in  the  right-of-way  area. 

[22]  Buried  power  or  telephone  lines  in  an  existing  right-of-way 
using  the  split  trench  method. 

[23]  Upgrading  or  adding  new  lines  (power  or  telephone)  to  existing 
pole(s)  when  there  is  no  change  in  pole  configuration. 

[24]  Right-of-way  for  single-poled  power  or  telephone  line  to  an 
individual  residence,  building  or  well  from  an  existing  line  where 
installation  of  the  line  will  involve  no  clearance  of  vegetation  from 
the  right-of-way  other  than  for  placement  of  poles. 

[25]  Rights-of-way  for  overhead  line  (no  pole  or  tower  on  BLM  land) 
corssing  over  a  corner  of  public  land. 

[26]  Right-of-way  which  would  add  another  radio  transmitter  to  an 
approved  communication  site. 

[27]  Minor  ancillary  rights-of-way  actions  associated  with  the 
action  of  another  bureau  or  Federal  agency,  and  the  action  is  a 
categorical  exclusion  for  that  bureau/agency,  but  only  if  a  coopera- 
tive arrangement  for  the  related  actions  provides  for  mutually  accep- 
table mitigation  measures. 

C.  Transportation        , 

[1]  Placing  of  existing  road  in  BLM  road  net  where  no  new  facilities 
or  other  changes  are  needed. 

[2]  Installation  of  routine  signs,  markers  or  cattleguards  on  or 
adjacent  to  existing  roads. 

[3]  Temporary  road  closures. 

D.  Minerals 

[1]  Issuance  or  mineral  patents. 

[2]  Actions  taken  inicon junction  with  43CFR  3809  which  do  not  re- 
quire an  EA,  pursuant  to  Section  3809.2-1. 
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[3]  Approval  of  permits  for  geologic  and  paleontologic  mapping, 
inventory,  reconnaissance  and  surface  collecting. 

[4]  Issurance  of  individual  non-competitive  upland  oil  and  gas 
leases. 

[5]  Coversion  of  an  abandoned  oil  well  to  a  water  well  if  water 
facilities  are  establishednear  the  well  site  only. 

[6]  Establishment  of  terms  and  conditions  in  Notices  of  Inent  to 
conduct  geophysical  explorations  for  oil  and  gas  pursuant  to  43  CFR 
3045. 

[7]  Approval  of  Notices  of  Inent  to  conduct  geothermal  resources 
exploration  operations  pursuant  to  43  CFR  3209. 

[8]  Approval  of  a  plan  of  operation  for  geothermal  exploration  or 
development  when  an  environmental  document  has  been  prepared  at  the 
leasing  state. 

[9]  Approval  of  a  plan  for  injection  of  geothermal  fluids  meeting 
the  standards  of  GRO-4  (Environmental  Proection  Requirements). 

[10]  Approval  of  a  plan  for  geothermal  production  when  derived  from 
a  plan  of  utilization  which  has  been  covered  by  an  environmental 
document . 

[11]  Findings  of  completeness  furnished  to  the  Office  of  Surface 
Mining  for  coal  mining  and  operation  plans  filed  under  the  Surface 
Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act. 

E.   Other 

[1]  Cadastral  surveys. 

[2]  Issurance  of  special  use  or  short  term  permits  not  entailing 
environmental  disturbance. 

[3]  Small  sales  of  sand  and  gravel,  wood  products,  or  other  ma- 
terials from  authorized  sale  areas. 

[4]  Dispersed  non-commercial  recreation  activities  such  as  rock 
collection.  Christmas  tree  cutting,  and  pine  nut  gathering. 

[5]  Issurance  of  grazing  permits  and  leases  and  annual  authori- 
zations which  are  consistent  with  decisions  covered  by  a  grazing 
management  EIS. 
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[6]  Issurance  of  grazing  permits  and  leases  and  annual  authori- 
zations in  areas  scheduled  for  the  preparation  of  a  grazing  manage- 
ment EIS  which  do  not  increase  the  level  of  use  or  continue  un- 
satisfactory environmental  conditions. 

[7]  Lnad  cultivation  activities  in  forest  tree  nurseries. 

[8]  Construction  of  guzzlers,  spring  developments,  and  other  small 
water  harvesting  facilities  for  wildlife  water. 

[9]  Modification  of  existing  fences  to  provide  improved  wildlife 
ingress  and  egress. 

L10]  Reintroduction  of  endemic  or  native  species  into  their  his- 
torical habitats,  other  than  endangered  or  threatened  species. 


(Federal  Register,  Vol.  46,  No.  15,  pg  7492,  Jan.  23,  1981) 
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APPENDIX  14:  EXCEPTIONS  TO  CATEGORICAL  EXCLUSIONS 


Department  of  the  Interior 

DEPARTMENTAL  MANUAL 

Part  516     National  Environmental 
Environmental  Quality Policy  Act  of  1969 

Chapter  2         Initiating  the  NEPA  Process 516  DM  2.3A(3) 

(3)  The  following  exceptions  apply  to  individual  actions 
within  categorical  exclusions.  Environmental  assessments  must 
be  prepared  for  actions  which  may: 

(a)  Have  significant  adverse  effects  on  public  health  or 
safety . 

(b)  Adversely  affect  such  unique  geographic  character- 
istics as  historic  or  cultural  resources,  park,  re- 
creation, or  refuge  lands,  wilderness  areas,  wild  or 
scenic  rivers,  sole  or  principal  drinking  water  aquifers, 
prime  farmlands,  wetlands,  floodplains,  or  ecologically 
significant  or  critical  areas,  including  those  listed  on 
the  Department's  National  Register  of  Natural  Landmarks. 

(c)  Have  highly  controversial  environmental  effects. 

(d)  Have  highly  uncertain  environmental  effects  or  in- 
volve unique  or  unknown  environmental  risks. 

(e)  Establish  a  precedent  for  future  action  or  represent 
a  decision  in  principle  about  a  buture  consideration  with 
significant  environmental  effects. 

(f)  Be  related  to  other  actions  with  individually  in- 
significant but  cumulatively  significant  environmental 
effects. 

(g)  Adversely  affect  properties  listed  or  eligible  for 
listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

(h)  Affect  a  species  listed  on  proposed  to  be  listed  on 
the  List  of  Endangered  or  Threatened  Species. 

(i)  Threaten  to  violate  a  Federal,  State,  local,  or 
tribal  law  or  requirements  imposed  for  the  protection  of 
the  environment  or  which  require  compliance  with  Executive 
Order  11988  (FlooOplain  Management),  Executive  Order  11990 
(Protection  of  Wetlands),  or  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coor- 
dination Act. 
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(A)  Notwithstanding  the  criteria  and  exceptions  above,  extraordinary 
circumstances  may  dictate  or  a  responsible  Departmental  or  bureau 
official  may  decide  to  prepare  environmental  assessments. 
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APPENDIX  15:  FORMAT  FOR  CATEGORICAL  EXCLUSION  RECORD 


The  documentation  that  an  action  meets  the  categorical  exclusion  criteria  will 
be  recorded  on  a  form  entitled,  Cateogrical  Exclusion  Record.  There  are  three 
parts  to  this  form. 

A.  Heading:  Those  items  contained  in  the  attached  sample  format  must  be 
included  in  all  CER's.  District  Managers  may  add  other  items  such  as 
Applicant's  Name  or  Resource  Area  to  the  form.  Under  Qualifying 
Authority,  cite  the  CFR  paragraph  which  lists  the  excluded  item.  For 
example,  the  Qualifying  Authority  for  a  buried  telephone  line  would  be 
D.M.  5.4-B.22. 

B.  Declaration:  The  body  of  the  record  is  an  affirmation  that  the  action 
meets  the  categorical  exclusion  criteria  and  is  not  an  exception.  The 
body  will  consist  of  one  of  the  following  formats: 

1.  Statement:  "I  have  reviewed  this  proposal  (or  action)  in  accordance 
with  established  categorical  exclusion  procedures.  Based  upon  this 
review,  I  recommend  that  no  EA  or  EIS  be  prepared  since  the  proposal 
will  not  individually  nor  cumulatively  effect  significantly  the  human 
environment.  It  is  not  an  exception  to  BLM's  categorical  exclusions." 

or 

2.  Matrix:  The  matrix  must  reflect  a  declaration  of  no  impacts  on 
either  mandatory  items  or  those  items  listed  in  D.M.  516,  Appendix  1. 

or 

3.  Combination:  A  combination  of  both  the  above. 

C.  Stipulation:  If  stipulations  are  necessary  or  appropriate,  a  statement 
indicating  such  must  be  added  after  the  body. 

D.  Signatures:  Signatures  of  the  preparer  and  the  manager  are  required. 
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SAMPLE  FORMAT 
CATEGORICAL  EXCLUSION  RECORD 
Project  or  Title  t 


Type  of  Action: 


qualifying  Authority: 


Case  File/Project  File  No: 


Location  (Legal  Description): 


STATEMENT  OF  MATRIX  OR  COMBINATION 


"The  attached  stipulations  are  necessary  or  required  to  insure  that  no 
significant  impact  will  result  from  this  action." 

Prepared  by: Date: 


(Title) 

Concur:     =M___________ Date: 

(Name) 

mne) 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

STATE  OFFICE 
Federal  Office  Building 
2800  Cottage  Way 
Sacramento,  California  95825 

APPENDIX  16:  SAMPLE  MEMO  SCHEDULING  SO  REVIEW  OF  PDEIS 

Memorandum 

To:       State  Director  (911) 

From:     District  Manager,  Redding 

Subject:   Review  of  Preliminary  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Juniper  Hill  Timber  Management  Plan 

The  subject  document  will  be  forwarded  for  your  review  from  March  5  to 

March  16,  1981.  Please  schedule  your  staff's  time  as  appropriate  for 

this  review. 


1792  (Juniper) 
(C-030.1) 
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APPENDIX  17:  EIS  REVIEW  WORKSHEET  I 


Environmental  Document  -  (Name  of  EA/EIS  -  i.e.,  McCain  PFEIS,  Mt.  Dome 

Prep  Plan) 

Completed  Review  Due   -  (End  of  Review) 

Reviewing  Discipline   -  (i.e.  Fisheries,  Forestry,  etc.) 

Issues : 

(Identified  by  PECS.  "Issues  are  specific  topics  or  points  which 
the  PECS  lead  wants  the  resource  specialist  to  concentrate 
his/her  review  on.  Each  issue  will  be  numbered  and  provided  with 
any  necessary  explanation.) 

Example:  1)  Riparian  area  response  to  3  pasture  rest  rotation 
grazing  system  as  described  on  page  1-8. 

2)  Bitterbrush  response  to  3  pasture  R/R  grazing 
system  described  on  page  1-8. 

3)  Effects  of  rest  rotation  grazing  on  nesting  sage- 
grouse  in  the  Homedad  allotment. 

Summary  of  Review  Findings: 

(Completed  by  Resource  Specialist.  Each  issue  is  delt  with 
separately.  Comments  the  specialist  wishes  to  make  which  are  not 
issue-related  are  listed  separately  after  the  comments  on  each 
issue.) 

Example:  Issue  1:  Analysis  of  riparian  area  response  to  the  3 
pasture  R/R  grazing  system  is  satisfactory.  Relevant 
literature  has  been  cited  and  field  observation  gained 
from  similiar  analysis  of  similiar  systems  or  like 
streams  in  the  area  has  been  incorporated  in  the  analy- 
sis. No  recommendation  for  modification. 

Issue  2:  Impact  analysis  on  bitterbrush  response  is 
adequate.  Intuitive  judgement  without  sufficient  data 
basis  constitutes  most  of  the  analysis  on  pages  3-9  and 
3-21.  Papers  by: 
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Grimes 

1979 

Tomes 

1961 

Smith 

1967 

Ace 

1973 

Journal  of  Wildlife  Management 
California  Fish  &  Game 
Journal  of  Range  Management 
unpublished  MS  Thesis  -  UCLA 

All  provided  data  which  indicate  the  range  of  expected  bitterbrush 
response  would  be  from  poor-fair  not  from  poor-good  condition  in  15 
years.  Empirical  studies  on  the  right,  left  and  center  AMPs  in  Pit 
River  Resource  Area,  Susanville  District  results  support  these  papers. 
See  Page  7  of  detailed  analysis. 

Recommend  the  impact  analysis  be  modified  to  consider  the  research 
results  described  above. 

Issue  3: 

Supplemental  Findings:  Though  not  a  major  issue,  the  EISs  treat- 
ment of  impacts  to  non-game  bird  production  as  the  result  of 
plowing  and  seeding  is  excellent.  The  sampling  methodology  and 
description  of  anticipated  impacts  should  be  used  as  an  example 
of  sound  wildlife  impact  analysis  in  ES  training  sessions. 
Copies  of  this  section  are  being  forwarded  to  the  wildlife  bio- 
logists in  the  Benton-Owen  Valley  and  Mount  Dome  ES  teams. 

Signed Date  
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Environmental  Document 
Compliance  Review  Due 
Reviewing  Discipline  - 


EIS  REVIEW  WORKSHEET  III 

-  Benton/Owens  Valley  FEIS 
■  June  12,  1981 


Response  to  your  comments 

Are  Revisions 
Fully  Adequate? 

on  Worksheet  I  under: 

Yes 

No 

Inadequacies 

Issue  1 

Issue  2 

Issue  3 

Issue  4 

Signed: 


Date: 


(Attach  continuation  sheets,  if  necessary) 
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EIS  REVIEW  WORKSHEET  III 
(continuation  sheet) 

Environmental  Document  -  Benton/Owens  Valley  FEIS 

Are  Revisions 
Response  to  your  comments  Fully  Adequate? 
on  Worksheet  I  under: Yes     No Inadequacies 

Issue 


Issue 


Issue 


Issue 


Issue 
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APPENDIX  19:  EIS  REIVEW  WORKSHEET  II 

Environmental  Document  -  (Example)  -  Mt.  Dome  PDEIS 

Completed  Response  Due  -  (Example)  -  July  1,  1980 

Reviewing  Discipline   -  (Example)  -  Wildlife 

Responses  to  Review  Findings 

(Prepared  by  EIS  team.  A  separate  response  to  each  issue-related  and 
non-issue-related  comment  is  prepared.  Each  Worksheet  II  must  correspond  to  a 
reviewer's  Worksheet  I). 

Example: 

Issue  1  -  None 

Issue  2  -  Review  of  the  cited  literature  indicated  the  range  of  response 
by  bitterbrush  was  overly  optimistic.  The  results  of  the  im- 
perial studies  did  support  the  literature  as  the  SO  suggested  - 
Pages  3-9/3-21  were  rewritten  to  incorporate  these  analyses. 
Bitterbrush  condition  is  now  predicted  to  improve  from  poor  to 
fair  condition  instead  of  poor  to  good  condition. 

Issue  3  -  etc.. . 

Signed:  Date:  
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND   MANAGEMENT 

STATE  OFFICE 
Federal  Office  Building 
2800  Cottage  Way 
Sacramento,  California  95825 


APPENDIX  20:  MEMO  TRANSMITTING  PDEIS  FOR  REVIEW 

To:      State  Director  (911) 

From:     District  Manager,  Redding 

Subject:   Review  of  preliminary  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for 
the  Juniper  Hills  Timber  Management  Plan. 

Enclosed  are  fifteen  copies  of  the  subject  document  for  your  review. 
Please  distribute  them  to  the  appropriate  reviewers.  All  comments  should 
be  returned  to  this  office  by  March  24.  We  will  be  available  to  meet  with 
your  staff  regarding  any  comments  they  may  have  prior  to  that  date.  Any 
questions  s  hould  be  referred  to  Nathan  Hale,  EIS  team  leader,  at  461-5555. 


Enclosures 
-  1.  Fifteen  copies  of  Juniper  Hills  PDEIS 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

STATE  OFFICE 
Federal  Office  Building 
2800  Cottage  Way 
Sacramento,  California  95825 


1792 

(Juniper) 

(C-911.4.6) 


APPENDIX  21:  MEMO  TRANSMITTING  PDEIS  TO  RESOURCES  FOR  REVIEW 

December  8,  1980 

Memorandum 

To:       Chief,  Division  of  Resources 

From:     Chief,  PECS 

Subject:   Review  of  Preliminary  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Juniper  Hills  Timber  Management  Plan 

Enclosed  for  your  review  are  eight  copies  of  the  subject  document  and  six 

copies  of  Review  Worksheet  I.  Please  distribute  the  copies  and  worksheets 

to  the  appropriate  staff.  Completed  worksheets  should  be  submitted  to 

this  office  by  March  16,  1980.  Perry  Mason  will  serve  as  the  State  Office 

Coordinator  for  this  review.  A  Compliance  review  meeting  will  be  held 

with  EIS  team  on  March  20,  at  9:00  a.m.  in  the  State  Director's  conference 

room. 


Enclosures  -  2 

-  1.  Eight  copies  of  Juniper  Hills  PDEIS 

-  2.  Six  sets  of  Worksheet  I 

cc  - 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

STATE  OFFICE 
Federal  Office  Building 
2800  Cottage  Way 
Sacramento,  California  95825 


1792 

(Juniper) 

(C-911.A.6) 


APPENDIX  22:  MEMO  TRANSMITTING  FINAL  SO  REVIEW  COMMENTS 

Memorandum 

To:       District  Manager,  Redding 

From:     State  Director 

Subject:   Review  of  Preliminary  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Juniper  Hills  Timber  Management  Plan. 

Enclosed  are  the  final  review  comments  for  the  subject  document. 


Enclosures  -  1. 
-  1.  Worksheet  I 
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APPENDIX  23:  EIS  QUALITY  STANDANDS  AND  CRITERIA 


A-94 


Standard 
Category 


Quality 
Standi 


EIS  Meets  Standards 
Yea     No 


s  technically 

'P.ts 


3» 

i 


1) 


Validity  of 
information. 


2) 


Internal  Consis- 
tency 


3) 


Rererencing 
Sources 


l*A)  There  are  no  data-inajccuracies  in  the  EIS. 

B)  The  reliability  of  all  estimates  is  indicated. 

C)  Data  and  findings  concerning  which  there  is  ■ 
uncertainty  are  identified. 

D)  Data  is  neither  misinterpreted  nor  misrepre- 
sented. 

E)  The  validity  and  reliability  of  methodologies 
employed  is  recorded  with  the  methodology  in 
the  appendix  or  an  available  source. 

F)  Subjective  opinions,  including  professional 
judgements,  etc.,  are  identified  as  such. 

G)  Subjective  terms  (i.e.  significant)  are  avoided 

A)  There  are  no  inconsistencies  within  the  EIS 
except  where  intended  as  a  demonstration  of 
conflicting  knowledge  or  viewpoints. 

B)  Measurement  units  are  consistent  throughout 
the  EIS. 


A)  The  EIS  contains  references  for  factual  infor- 
mation that  is  cited. 

B)  The  EIS  references  studies  and  research  that 
support  any  conclusions. 

C)  The  location  of  unpublished  references  and 
other  source  material  is  clearly  documented. 

D)  Any  methodologies  used  must  be  cited  and  may  be 
placed  in  appendix, 

|E)  Information  should  be  incorporated  by  reference 
when  its  removal  will  not  impede  other  agency 
or  pub! ic  review. 


Q;;2r.ty 
Soal 


Standard 

Category 


IS  Communicates 
ffsctively 


1)  Writing/Format 


2}  Technical  Terms 


3)  Graphics 


4}  Length 


Quality 
Standard 


EIS  Meets 
Yea 


A)  The  EIS  clear  and  concise,- 

B)  The  format  (headings,  etc.)  is  consistent 

throughout  the  EIS  and  meets  BLM  manual  stan-. 
dards, 

C)  The  use  of  value-impairing  adjectives  and 
phrases  is  avoided  except  where  called  for 
(e.g,  social  values), 

D)  Unsubstantiated  generalities  are  voided, 

E)  The  EIS  avoids  the  use  of  agency  jargon, 

A)  Technical  terms  are  used  only  where  necessary, 

B)  A  glossary  of  technical  terms  is  provided, 

A)  Graphics  support  the  text  and  are  meaningful 
(clear,  necessary,  etc.) 

3)  Captions/titles  are  concise  and  clearly  describe 
the  graphics, 

Z)   Maps  are  legible  and  titled;  keys  are  complete, 

\)   The  text  of  the  EIS  (Purpose,  Alternatives, 
Affected  Environment  and  Environmental  Conse- 
quences sections)  must  not  normally  exceed  150 
pages  in  length, 

J)  Exceptions  to  point  A  will  not  exceed  300  pages 


Standards 
No 


Goaf 


Category 


EIS  Focuses  on 


Issues 


> 
i 


1)  General 


Standard 


aits  nee co  scaneflrlia 


Yes 


A)  Issues  identified  by  the  scoping  process  are 
identified  by   and  are^the-major  focuse  of  the 

EIS, 

B)  Each  environmental  element  is  described  conw. 
mensurate  with  the  importance  of  issues  and  inn 
pacts. 

C)  There  are  only  brief  discussions  of  other  than 
significant  issues  and  issue-related  trends, 

D)  Areas  of  controvery  are  highlighted. 


No 


*-. 


]J ! ! IV 
Goal" 


squats  Descrfp- 
:-n  of  Alterna- 
tes including 
~  proposed  ae- 
on. 


3» 
l 

OD 


Category 


1)  Structure  of 
Alternatives 


2)  Purpose 


3)  Timeframes 


4)  Location  Map 


;.  Stnndard 


Yes     No 


A)  The  alternatives  are  technologically 

possibly  and  reasonably  aavailable  and  have 
some  or  all  of  the~Tn!pae4;s_assocja.ted'  with 
the  proposal ,  " 

B)  Substantial  treatment  is  devoted  to  each  alter- 
native, 

)  The  alternatives  are  presented  and  analyzed  in 
comparative  form, 

)  Alternative  of  no  action  (i.e,  continue  present 

management)  must  be  included. 

The  preferred  alternative  is  identified. 

F)  There  is  a  broad  range  of  alternatives. 

G)  A  brief  discussion  of  selected  alternatives 
which  were  not  analyzed  in  detail  is  included. 

Each  alternative  must  be  capable  of  independent 

implementation. 


A 


C 


A 


3 


The  purpose  and  objectives  of  each  alternative 
are  clearly  defined. 

The  extent  to  which  the  purpose  and  objectives 
of  each  alternative  will  be  achieved  is  descri- 
bed and  quantified. 

Each  alternative  addresses  some  or  all  of  the 
identified  issues  and  objectives. 


Implementation  schedule  of  each  alternative 
is  given. 

Priority  of  implementation  is  listed, 


The  narrative  is  supported  by  a  map(s)  to  dis- 
play the  location  in  relation  to  county  and  ' 
state. 


Category 


Standard 


ujL'.^     AJwVU'j      D4.uliVr.Utf.o 


Yes 


■'equate  Descrip- 
tor! of  Alterna- 
tes 


5)  Specific  Compo-f 
nents  of  Alter- 
natives 


6)  Conflicts 


7]  Conflict  Resolu- 
tion 


8}  Mitigation 


Jk)   Specific  components  of  the  alternatives  (see 
appropriate  a,ddendumsT-^^_jdentrf.i.ea  and 

quantified,  ~ 


Costs  of  implementation  are  quantified. 

Methods  for  constfuctionj  operation^  manage-?- 
ment,  regulation' and  abandonment  are  described 
commensurate  with  their  importance  for  analy- 
zing issues  and  impacts. 


r\  r,  r 


Conflicts  and  their  significance  are  identified 

Conflicts  ere  described  in  detail  corpensura.te 
with  the. significance  of  the  conflict 

"*■   ~-  m      "*■   *?•  ""*   ~   "   *"*   "*'   ~l  T-   *"'   ~*  *?•     """*  '**"   V"1   V  ""J   V1-  ^»      ^N 

Extent  of  conflict  resolution  discussed  and 
quantified  for  each  alternative^ 

Reasons  for  incomplete  conflict  resolution  dis- 
cussed and  where  applicable  quantified, 

Trade-offs  clearly  discussed  and  (where  appli- 
cable) quantifiedt 

-  •».  —  -  t  —  —  t.  -.  -•  7.  ^-.  —  r*  sj  —  t>  '  <J  —  'j  ^  f    r>  ^. 

Mitigation  measures  are  technologically  and 
economically  realistic. 

Mitigation  measures  are  enforceable. 

Mitigation  measures  are  committed  by  manage- 
ment. 

Mitigation  measures  are  described  in  a  depth 
and  detail  permitting  their  evaluation. 

The  cumulative  effects  of  the  mitigation  mea- 
sures are  evaluated. 

The  potential  for  failure  for  each  mitigation 
measure  is  described  and  quantified, 


No 


Goa" 


,.i  i_7mmi  I  u 


Yea 


No 


-.decuate  Descrip- 
tion of  Alter- 
natives (Ccn't.) 


o 

o 


9)  Monitoring  Pro- 
grams 


A)  Monitoring  programs  are  described  to  the  depth  f 
and  detail  required^for  a  thorough  evaluation 
of  their  effectiveness- — ~~__   __^-/ 

B)  The  predicted  accuracy  and  potential,  for  suc- 
cess/failure of  each  monitoring  program,  is 
evaluated. 

C)  The  manner  in  which  findings  of  the  monitoring 
program  are  to  be  used  is  explained. 

D)  Commitment  to  implementation  and  financing  of 
the  monitoring  programs  is  demonstrated. 

10)  Non-Environmental  ft)  Those  factors  not  relating  to  environmental 


Considerations 


11)  Decision  Criteria 


quality  values  which  are  likely  to  be  important 
and  relevant  to  a  decision  must  be  indicated. 

B)  If  a  decision  will  be  influenced  by  important 
qualitative  considerations  (e.g.  the  presence 
of  endangered  species  or  sensitive  cultural 
sites),  the  merits  and  drawbacks  of  the  various 
alternatives  must  not  be  displayed  in  a  mone- 
tary cost/benefits  analysis. 

Z)   Any  cost/benefit  analysis  used  must  be  in- 
corporated by  reference  or  placed  in  the  appen- 
dix. 

A)  Specific  decision  criteria  are  presented  for 
each  major  issue, 

3)  All  decision  criteria  are  presented  in  comr 
pa  rati ve  form, 

')  The  need  for  any  alternative  sets  of  decision 
criteria  is  explained. 

))  Alternative  sets  of  decision  criteria  are  pre- 
sented in  comparative  form. 


■o03  I 


Yen 


No 


:np- 
tion  ot  the  Af- 
fected Environmen 


1)  Focus 


2)  Other  Agency 
Policies 


A)  Descriptions  of  er^honmental  elements  a,re  no 
longer  than  is  necessary  to  understand  the 

effects  of  the  altern5ti.-y-es, Jhe  amount  of 

data  and  analysis  is  commensurate  with  the 
importance  of  associated  impacts,  Less 
important  information  is  summarized  or  refer- 
enced,, 

B)  Focus  should  be  on  existing  conditions j  and 
not  the  historical  development  of  those  con~ 
di.tions  (except  for  issue-related  trends }.v 

A)  Existing  Federal /State/Local  activities  and 
programs  are  described  a.s  they  bear  upon 
the  issues K 


3> 

i— » 
o 


Quality 
Goal 


Standard 
Category 


Adequate  Analysis 
of  Environmental 
Impacts 


o 


1)  How  Impacts 
Caused 


2)  Scale  of  impacts 


3)  Where  Impacts 
Occur 


4}  When  Impacts 
Occur 


5}  Assumptions 


Quality 
Standard 


EIS  Hoc to 
Yes 


A)  The  EIS  discusses  the  direct  (primary)  impacts 
of  the  alternatives^ 

B)  The  EIS  discusses  the  indirecT (secondary) 
impacts  of  the  alternatives  —the  effect  of 
the  direct  impacts  on  other  environmental  com 
ponents. 

C)  The  EIS  discusses  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
the  alternatives. 


A)  The  EIS  evaluates  the  magnitude  and  intensity 
of  environmental  impacts. 

B)  The  EIS  quantifies  impacts  whenever  possible. 

C)  The  energy  requirements  and  conservation 
potential  of  various  alternatives  and  miti- 
gation measures  are  described. 

A)  The  EIS  relates  impacts  to  specific  locations 
and  geographic  areas. 

B)  Areas  of  concern  for  each  environmental  element 
which  are  likely  to  be  impacted  are  identified 
on  a  map  (except  where  intentionally  deleted 

to  protect  the  resource)  where  applicable. 

A)  The  EIS  evaluates  the  duration,  timing  and 
frequency  of  impacts. 

B)  "Short  term"  and  "long  term"  time  periods  are 

defined. 

A)  The  Analysis  states  the  major  assumptions  that 
were  made. 

B)  Present,  not  pristine,  or  projected  future, 
conditions  form  the  analysis  baseline. 

C)  EIS  does  not  just  state  the  results  of  the 
impact  assessment  process,  but  how  the  impacts 
were  determined. 


Standards 

No 


/uo  ntv 

Goal 


Category 


Standard 


dequate  Analysis 
f  Environmental 
-pacts  (Con't.) 


6)  Significance 


o 

CO 


7).  Data  Gaps 


rted 


Ye  3 


No 


D)  Conclusions  are  supported 
,*  when  possible  by  sjtudies 
cited  studies  is  state! 


by  analysis  and 
Applicability  of 


A)  The  relationship  between  short  term  use  and 
the  maintenance  and  enhancement  of  long-term 
productivity  is  described. 

B)  Major  resources  (labor,  material,  natural  fea- 
tures and  cultural  objects)  that  will  be 
irreversibly  commited  by  or  irretrievably  lost 
as  a  result  of  the  alternative  are  identified 
and  quantified.  » 

C)  Natural  or  depletable  resource  requirements. 
and  the  conservation  potential  of  the  various 
alternatives  and  mitigation  measures  are 
described. 

D)  Urban  quality,  historic  and  cultural  resources, 
and  the  design  of  the  built  environment,  in- 
cluding the  re-use  and  conservation  poten- 

|   tial  of  the  various  alternatives  and  mitigation 
measures,  are  described. 


A)  Effects  of  data  gaps  noted, 

B)  Analysis  provides  estimates,  predictions  or 
explanations  for  impacts  and  issues  of 
unknown. character, 


0 


If  information  is  essential  and  not  known;  and 
the  cost  to  locate  is  exorbitant  or  the  means 
to  obtain  it  is  unknown,  the  EIS  must  include 
a  worst-case  analysis  and  an  indication  of  the 
probability  or  improbability  of  its  occurrence, 


Goal 


Standard 
Category 


Quality 
Standard 


EXS  lice  to   Standards 

Yes  No 


iequate  Analysis   8)  Unavoidable 

>f  Environmental     Adverse  Impacts* 

!m.C'£cts 

iCon't.) 


3» 
I 

O 


9)  Conflicts  with 
Other  Land  Uses 


£)   Unavoidable  adverse  impacts  are  summarized^ 

B)  New  impacts  created  by  mitigatton  are  identt?. 
fied, 

C)  Narrative  must  explain  why  the  unavoidable 
adverse  impacts  cannot  be  mitigated, 

D)  If  mitigation  measure  may/may  not  work  (sucx 
cess  uncertain),  a  range  of  unavoidable  adverse 
impacts  should  be  shown  and  probability  stated. 

E)  Mitigation  measures  which  have  not  been  pro- 
posed but  which,  if  implemented,  could  reduce 
the  unavoidable  adverse  impacts ,  must  be 
briefly  described  and  the  reasons  preventing 
their  implementation  identifiedt 


tj.  ***  «.  v*. 


A)  EIS  discusses  conflicts  with  existing  and  po^. 
tential  Federal ,  regional ,  State,  local,  and 
Indian  reservation  land  use  plans?  policies  and 
controls. 


n  m       ra. 


^.   9°.   «=3. 


Quality 


Category 


Quality 
Staadard 


EISTIccts  Standards 
Yes     No 


'.dequate  Treatment 
)f  Other  Required 
IIS  Sections 


en 


1)  Cover  Sheet 


2)  Summary 


3)  Statement  of  Pur- 
pose and  Need 


4)  List  of  preparers 

5)  Appendix 

6)  Index 

7)  Tiering 


A 


Title  and  locati.orupf  action  listed, 


Name,  address  and  telephone  of  a  person  from 
whom  further  information  may  be  obtained, 

Lead  and  cooperating  agencies  listed. 

For  a  draft  EIS,  the  date  comments  must  be  re- 
ceived is  given. 

A  one-paragraph  abstract  of  the  EIS  is  provided 

No  longer  than  15  pages. 

States  major  areas  of  controversy. 

States  major  issues  to  be  resolved, 

States  major  decision-making  criteria  which 
were  used, 

States  major  EIS  conclusions, 


Underlying  purpose  and  need  to  which  EIS  is 
responding  is  specified, 


A  list  of  EIS  preparers  with  their  qualifica^ 
tions  (expertise,  experience,  and  professional 
disciplines)  is  given. 


The  appendix  contains  only  material  that  was 
prepared  in  connection  with  and/or  which  sub- 
stantiates and  is  fundamental  to  the  EIS, 


The  EIS  contains  a  comprehensive  index, 


If  the  EIS  concerns  an  action  included  within 
the  program  or  policy  of  a  broader  EIS,  the 
text  of  the  EIS  concentrates  only  on  issues 
specific  to  the  action.  Broader  issues  dis- 
cussed in  the  broad  EIS  are  summarized,  with 
full  discussions  incorporated  by  reference. 


Quality 
Goal 


Standard 
Category 


■nsultation  and 
oordi nation 


1)  Public  Involve- 
ment Program   , 


o 
en 


2)  Response  to 
Comments 


Quality 
Standard 


EIS  Meets  Standards 


Yes 


-No 


A)  All  public  participation  efforts  that  occurred 
%*,    to  date,  during  thej5coping  process,  the  de- 
velopment of  the  propo~sed-~action_jmd''the  pre- 
paration of  the  EIS,  are  listed, 

B)  All  consultation  and  coordination  efforts  with 
other  BLM  offices,  other  federal  agencies, 
state  agencies,  local  governments,  conserva- 
tion groups,  special  interest  groups  and  other 
interested/knowledgeable  groups  or  persons  are 

listed. 

» 

C)  All  consultation  and  coordination  with  agencies 
with  jurisdiction  or  special  expertise  in  re- 
gard to  environmental  resources  protected  by 
specific  legislation  is  clearly  reflected. 

The  data,  information,  evaluations,  recommenda- 
tions, suggestions  or  other  input  received  are 
listed. 

D)  The  draft  EIS  indicates  if  and  when  public 
hearings  will  be  held. 

E)  Agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals  to 
whom  the  draft  statement  will  be  sent  for  com- 
ment are  listed  in  the  draft, 

A)  All  substantive  comments  that  relate  to  the 
contents  or  adequacy  of  the  EIS  are  included 
in  the  final  EIS  (or  are  summarized). 

B)  Each  individual  comment  that  relates  to  the  - 
contents  or  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS  receives 
a  formal  written  response  in  the  final  EIS. 

C)  Each  formal  written  response  fully  addresses 
the  individual  comment  it  is  answering, 

D)  Each  formal  written  response  is 'objective, 
clear,  concise  and  easy  to  understand.  The 
response  avoids  the  use  of  self-serving  value 
judgements, 


n 


Quality 
Goal 


Standard 
Category 


Quality 

Jard 


Consultation  and 
Coordination 
(Con't.) 


I 

i— > 
O 


2)  Response  to 
Comments 
(Con't.) 


EIS  Meets  Standards 
Yea     No 


E)  When  the  formal  written  response  references  a 
change  (addition,  m5"drf4ca.tion,  or. deletion) 
in  the  text  made  in  response^tothe  comment, 
the  location  of  the  change  is  indicated, 

F)  If  changes  in  response  to  the  comments  have 
been  minor  (i.e.  factual  corrections)  then 
the  draft  EIS  may  be  filed  under  a  new  cover 
and  an  errata  sheet  (only)  is  circulated. 


ioal 


UMIU{*OTy 


Standard 


EIS  is  Legally 
Adequate  and 
Complete 


Yos 


No 


1)  General 


o 

00 


A)  Authorizing  Actions  described;  legal  authority 
identified, 


B)  All  resources  protected  by  specific-legislation 
have  been  adequately  addressed,  The  EIS  either 
demonstrates  compliance  or  explains  why  compli- 
ance is  not  possible,  Specific  legislation, 
depending  on  the  issues,  may  include; 

r.  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  (PL  95-95) 

-  Federal  Water  Pollution  Congrol  Act  Amende 
merits  (PL  92-500) 

*  Salinity  Control  Act  (PL  87-483) 

-  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (PL  93-5231. 
-.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (PL  85-. 

624) 

-  Endangered  Species  Act  (PL  93-205), 

-  Wild  and  Free  Roaming  Horses  and  Burros 
Act  (PL  92-195) 

-  Bald  Eagle  Protection  Act  (PL  92-535)  ' 

-  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (PL 
86-523) 

-  Antiquities  Act 

-  National  Trails  Act  (PL  90-543) 

-  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (PL  90-542) 

-  Land  &  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act 

-  Surface  Mining  Control  &  Reclamation  Act 
(PL  95-87) 

-  Wilderness  Act  (PL  88-577) 

C)  The  EIS  achieves,  "full  disclosure".  "At  a 
minimum  the  EIS  contains  such  information  as. 
vn"ll  alert  the  President,  the  Council  on  En- 
vironmental Quality,  the  public,  and  indeed,  the 

Congress,  to  all  known  possible  environmental 
consequences  of  proposed  agency  action."  (From 
NEPA  in  the  Courts,  A  Legal  Analysis  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  p.  201) 


Qualit^^ 

GoalW 


Standard 
Category 


Quality 
St^felard 


Hi.i>  Kccca    aucnoui sa;i 


Yes 


No 


EIS  is  Legally 
Adequate  and 
Complete  (Con't.) 


1}  General  CConlt,^ 


JPl)  All  permits,  licences  and  other  entitlements 
which  must  be  obtaTnetf^ejdentjjA-ed''  in  the 
EIS, 

E)  Existing  Federal}  State^  and  locaj  land  use 
plans  and  policies  haying  a  bearing  on  issues 
are  identified, 

F)  Where  any  inconsistency  with  State  and  local 
planning  exists ?  the  EtS  must  indicate  the  ex- 
tent to  which  the  proposal  will  be  reconciled 
with  these  plans,  and  if  reconciliation  is  not 
feasible,  the  EIS  must  explain  why  not  (see 
FLPMA,  Section  202(0.(9)., 


Quality 

Goal 


Category 


(juajLxuy 
Standard 


TilS  iicctti    Standards 
Yes  No 


Range  Ad'snduia     //)  Allocations 
Proposed  Action/ 
Alternatives 


2)  Livestock/Range 
Relationships 


I 


3)  Management  Factors 


A)  Allocations  are  made  among  consumptive  users. 

B)  Forage/yeg,  allocattonsljr^^entified  in 
consistent  units  of   measurements.     , 

A)   Estimated  present  and  future  grazing  capacity 
(disclosure  of  data  required  for  support)  is 

stated, 

Bl  Present,'  proposed  and  projected  use  is  descri- 
bed, 

C).  Condition  of  range  is  summarized, 

D)  Trend  of  range  is  suromajized^ 

E)  Livestock  use  ?  present;  proposed  a.nd  potential 
is  described, 

F)  Class  of  livestock  use  is  stated, 

G)  Seasons  of  use  are  stated, 


A)  Intensive'mana.gement  areas  and  areas  where 
unintensive  management  will  suffice,  are  identi- 
fied and  criteria  for  selection  stated, 

B)  Types  of  treatments  or  management  constraints 
for  allotments  or  vegetative  communities  are 
identified  and  criteria  for  selection  stated. 

C)  Existing  AMPs  are  described.  : 

D)  Vegetative  manipulations  are  described  as  to 
location,  size  and  methods  of  treatment. 

E)  Seedings  conform  to  IM  78-299' (Intro. .of  Exo- 
tics). 


APPENDIX  24:  DRAFT  MOU  WITH  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 


MEMORANDUM  OF  UNDERSTANDING 


Between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  United  States  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research, 

State  of  California 


This  Memorandum  of  Understanding,  made  and  entered  into  by  and  between  the 
California  State  Office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  United  States 
Department  of  the  Interior,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Bureau,  and  the 
Office  of  Planning  and  Research  of  the  Office  of  the  Governor,  State  of 
California,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Clearinghouse, 

WHEREFORE;  the  Bureau  and  the  Clearinghouse  are  interested  in  estab- 
lishing effective  procedures  for  coordinating  planning  and  program 
operations  at  the  Federal,  State  and  local  governmental  levels, 
ensuring  that  all  viewpoints  are  taken  into  account  early  in  planning 
Federal  programs  and  projects,  and; 

WHEREFORE;  the  Bureau  is  responsible  for  consulting  with  the  desig- 
nated State  Clearinghouse,  to  assure  that  Bureau  plans,  programs  and 
projects  are  consistent  with  local,  regional  and  State  development 
plans  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  and; 

WHEREFORE;  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research,  has  been  designated 
the  official  Clearinghouse  for  the  State  of  California; 
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NOW,  therefore,  the  parties  agree  to  cooperate  so  that  an  orderly 
procedure  may  be  employed  in  consulting  with  State  and  local  officials 
and  planning  agencies  at  the  earliest  stage  in  planning  Federal  pro- 
grams and  projects. 

NOW,  therefore,  the  Bureau  agrees  to: 

I)  Provide  early  notification  to  the  Clearinghouse  of  proposed  Bureau 
activities,  plans  and  regulations  by: 

a)  furnishing  15  copies  of  the  Bureau's  Proposed  Annual  Work  Plan 
prior  to  or  at  the  time  it  is  submitted  to  the  Bureau's 
Washington,  D.C.  Office  Headquarters  to  the  Clearinghouse  and 
to; 

b)  furnish  15  copies  of  the  Bureau's  approved  Annual  Work  Plan  to 
the  Clearinghouse  as  soon  as  practicable  after  approval  of  the 
Plan; 

c)  furnish  15  copies  of  Proposed  Bureau  Regulations  pertaining  to 
activities  listed  in  the  Addendum  at  the  same  time  the  Proposed 
Regulations  are  published  in  the  Federal  Register; 

d)  furnish  15  copies  of  Approved  Bureau  Regulations  pertaining  to 
activities  listed  in  the  Addendum  at  the  same  time  they  are 
published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

II)   Provide  early  notification  to  the  Clearinghouse  of  the  proposed 
activities  listed  in  the  Addendum  by  furnishing  15  copies  of  the 
Project  Notification: 

a)   at  the  same  time  that  the  Notice  of  Intent  to  prepare  an  envi- 
ronmental impact  statement  is  sent  for  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register,  or, 
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b)   prior  to,  or  concurrent  with,  the  formal  start  of  a  major  study 
or  environmental  analysis  for  those  activities  for  which  an 
environmental  impact  statement  is  not  required  but  which 
require  extensive  public  review. 
Ill)  Provide  an  opportunity  for  Clearinghouse  review  and  comment  on  the 
proposed  activities  listed  in  the  Addendum  by: 

a)  furnishing  15  copies  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  state- 
ment at  the  same  time  that  it  is  filed  with  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  and  made  available  for  public  review,  or 

b)  furnishing  15  copies  of  the  environmental  assessment  30  days 
prior  to  making  a  decision,  including  a  Finding  of  No  Signifi- 
cant Impact,  about  the  proposed  activity,  when  the  Clearing- 
house has  requested  them. 

IV)  Notifying  the  Clearinghouse  on  actions  taken  in  regard  to  the  activ- 
ities listed  in  the  Addendum  by: 

a)  furnishing  15  copies  of  the  final  environmental  impact  state- 
ment, which  should  show  how  State  and  Clearinghouse  comments 
were  acted  upon  and  the  reasons  therefore,  and  15  copies  of  the 
Record  of  Decision  at  the  same  time  that  these  documents  are 
filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  made  avail- 
able for  public  review,  or, 

b)  furnishing  15  copies  of  the  Decision  Notice  (which  includes  the 
Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact)  for  activities  on  which  an 
environmental  impact  statement  was  not  required,  and  any  addi- 
tional written  material  necessary  to  explain  how  State  and 
Clearinghouse  comments  were  acted  upon  the  reasons  therefore, 
at  least  30  days  before  the  plan  or  project  is  implemented, 
when  the  Clearinghouse  has  requested  them. 
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THE  CLEARINGHOUSE  AGREES  TO: 

I)  Distribute  copies  of  documents  to  appropriate  State  agencies, 
including  but  not  limited  to: 

Department  of  Forestry  Solid  Waste  Management  Board 

Department  of  Fish  &  Game  Department  of  Water  Resources 

Air  Resources  Board  Department  of  Parks  &  Recreation 

Department  of  Transportation  Water  Resources  Control  Board 

Resources  Agency  State  Office  of  Historic  Preser- 

vation 
State  Lands  Commission 

Energy  Resources  Conservation   Native  American  Heritage  Commission 
and  Development  Commission 

II)  Respond  to  the  original  Project  Notification  in  writing,  requesting 
that  subsequent  notifications  accompany  Environmental  Assessments, 
Findings  of  No  Significant  Impact,  or  Decision  Notices  be  sent  to 
the  Clearinghouse  when  this  is  desired. 
Ill)  Review  and  comment  on  Bureau  activities  listed  in  the  Addendum  as 
they  affect  State  plans  and  programs  and  policies  within  30  days  of 
receipt  of  Environmental  Assessments  or  within  45  days  of  receipt  of 
15  copies  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement,  or  by  the  end 
of  the  public  review  period  given  in  the  transmittal  letter  if 
longer  than  45  days. 

IV)  Where  practicable  notify  the  Bureau  of  local  or  State  plans  and 
programs  processed  through  the  Clearinghouse  which  might  affect 
lands  administered  by  the  Bureau,  including  the  provision  of  regular 
listings  of  all  Notices  of  Intent  filed  with  the  Clearinghouse. 
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IT  IS  MUTUALLY  AGREED: 

1.  To  develop  notification  and  review  processes  that  facilitate  an 
effective  exchange  of  information. 

2.  To  review  this  agreement  at  least  annually  to  determine: 

a)  The  need  for  revisions  or  amendments; 

b)  Types  of  activities  that  appear  to  have  little  effect  on 
State  programs  and  plans  and  to  delete  those  from  the 
Addendum ; 

c)  Other  activities  significantly  affecting  State  programs  and 
plans  that  should  be  included  in  the  Addendum; 

d)  Adequacy  of  reporting  and  review  procedures  and  the  need 
for  improvement. 

3.  Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  obligating  the  Bureau  or 
the  Clearinghouse  to  violate  existing  laws  or  regulations  under 
the  terms  of  this  agreement. 

A.   This  agreement  shall  remain  in  effect  until  terminated  or 
revised  in  writing. 

5.   That  no  Member  of  or,  Delegate  to,  Congress,  Resident  Commis- 
sioner, or  State  Legislator,  shall  be  admitted  to  any  share  or 
part  of  the  agreement  or  to  any  benefit  that  may  arise  there- 
from, unless  it  is  made  with  a  corporation  for  their  general 
benefit. 
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IN  WITNESS  THEREOF,  the  parties  hereto  have  executed  this  agreement  as  of 
the  date  first  written  above. 

APPROVED: 


Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Office  of  Planning  and  Research, 

Land  Management  State  of  California 
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ADDENDUM 

The  following  activities,  and  Proposed  and  Final  Regulations  affecting 
these  activities,  require  early  notification  of  the  Clearinghouse: 

1.  Statewide  Land  and  Resource  Management  Planning 

2.  District  and  Resource  Area  Land  Management  Planning 

3.  Sales,  Exchanges  and  Withdrawals  of  Public  Lands 

4.  State  Wilderness  Management  Plans 

5.  Wilderness  Management  Plans 

6.  Five  Year  Timber  Sales  Plans 

7.  Range  Allotment  Management  Plans 

8.  Mineral  Leasing  Proposals 

9.  District  Level  Transportation  Planning 

10.  Activities  affecting  National  Scenic  or  Historic  Trails  and  Trails 
through  or  affecting  State  Owned  or  State  Administered  Lands 

11.  Energy  Production  Facility  Licensing 

12.  Designation  of  Energy  Transmission  Corridors 

13.  Solid  Waste  Disposal  Facilities  where  State  or  Federal  Grants  will 
be  made 

14.  Wastewater  Treatment  Facilities  where  State  or  Federal  Grants  will 
be  made 

15.  State  and  District  Level  Recreation  Objectives  and  Goals 

16.  Off  Road  Vehicle  Plans  and  Designations 

17.  State  and  District  Fire  Management  Plans 

18.  Activities  affecting  Rare,  Threatened,  Endangered  and  Sensitive  Plant 
and  Animal  Species 
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19.  Use  of  Pesticides,  Herbicides  or  Fertilizers 

20.  Projects  affecting  Air  Quality  in  Class  I  Prevention  of  Significant 
Deterioration  Areas 

21.  All  Proposed  Amendements  to  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area 
Plan 
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APPENDIX  25:  PROJECT  MONITORING  FILE 


BLM 

California  State  Office 

Environmental  Coordination  Staff 


Project  Title: 
Draft  EIS: 


Final  EIS: 


Date  of  Publication  of  NOA: 

No.  of  Pages  in  1)  body  of  statement  (Intro.,  proposed 

act.,  and  alternatives,  affected  env., 

conseq.) 

2)  remainder  of  statement: 

No.  of  Copies  Printed 

Cost  of  Printing         (fiscal  code) 

Work  months  charged  to  project 


Type  of  FEIS  (circle  one):    Major  revision  of  DEIS,  Re- 
print with  minor  changes, 
Brief  update  of  DEIS  with 
comment  letters  and  responses, 
other. 


No.  of  Pages: 

No.  of  Copies  Printed 

Cost  of  Printing 

Work  months  charged  to  project 

Monitoring  Schedule 

Initiate  File  -  During  comment  period  for  Draft  fill  out 
cover  sheet  as  information  becomes  avt  cover  sheet  as  in- 
formation becomes  available. 

Initiate  Report  -  at  time  of  publication  of  NOA  for  FEIS 
Baseline  Report  -  at  time  of  publication  final  RMPD  or  just 
before  the  start  of  implementation.  When  the  proposed  action 
remains  unchanged  through  MFP  3,  the  Initial  Report  can 
serve  as  the  Baseline  Report. 

1st  Update  -  One  year  after  Baseline  Report 
2nd  Update  -  Two  years  after  1st  Update 
3rd  Update  -  Two  years  after  2nd  Update 
4th  Update  -  Five  years  after  3rd  Update 
5th  Update  -  Five  years  after  4th  Update 

(Attach  the  final  Monthly  Progress  Report  to  this  cover  sheet.) 
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MILESTONES 


PECS  MONTHLY  PROGRESS  REPORT    DATE:  Nov  7,  1980 

RESPONSIBILITIES  COMPLETION  DATES 


ISSUE:  SYU-13  EIS 

1.  Notice  of  Intent 

2.  Draft  Prep  Plan         DO 

3.  SO/WO  Review  of  Prep  Plan  DO 

4.  Prep  Plan  Approved 


5.  Preliminary  Draft 
Alternatives* 

6.  SO/WO  Review  of 
Alternatives* 

7.  Alternatives  Approved* 

8.  PDEIS 

9.  SO/WO  Review  of  PDEIS 


10.  Revision  of  PDEIS  to 
DEIS 

11.  SO/WO  Compliance  Review 
and  Approval  to  Print 


12.  Federal  Register  Notice 
Publication 


13.  Public  Reivew 

14.  Revise  DEIS  to  PFEIS 

15.  SO/WO  Review  of  PFEIS 

16.  Revision  of  PFEIS  to  FEIS  Howell 

*  Includes  Proposed  Action  and/or  Preferred 


SO/WO 

DO 

SO/WO 

SO/WO 

DO 

SO 
SO 

Dave  Howell 


Bill  Payne 
Kai  Peterson 


EPA 
Public 
Dave  Howell 
Payne/Howell 


TARGET 


8/5/80 

10/16/80 
11/25/80 
12/24/80 
1/16/81 
2/6/81 
Alternative 


ACTUAL 


Completed 

10/26/79 

Completed 

11/16/79 

Completed 

2/08/80 

Completed 

Completed 

Completed 

4/30/80 

Completed 

5/13/80 
6/18/80 

5/14/80 
Completed 

7/15/80 

Completed 

7/21/80 


Completed 
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17.  SO/WO  Compliance  Review 

and  Approval  to  Print        Payne/Peterson      3/2/81 

18.  Federal  Register  Notice 

Publication  EPA  5/4/81 

COMMENTS: 


Abbreviations:  EIS-Environmental  Impact  Statement;  P-Preliminary: 
D-Draft;  F-Final 


A-122 


DATE 
INITIAL  MONITORING  REPORT 

(To  be  filled  out  at  time  of  publication  of  NOA  for  FEIS.) 
Project  Title: 

1)   Major  features  of  proposed  action: 


2)   Changes  made  in  proposed  action  as  a  result  of  the  process. 


3)   Implementation  schedule 
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4)   Major  impacts  predicted 


5)   Monitoring  committed  to 


6)   Major  mitigation  measures  committed  to 
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Date 

BASELINE  REPORT 

(To  be  filled  out  at  the  time  of  publication  of  final  RMPDI  or  just  before 
start  of  project  implementation.  The  Intial  Report  serves  as  the  Baseline 
Report  if  the  proposed  action  doesn't  change.) 

Project  title: 

1)   Major  features  of  proposed  action  just  prior  to  implementation 


2)   Changes  made  in  proposed  action  during  the  Planning  process 
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3)   Implementation  Schedule 


A)   Major  Impacts  Predicted 

(This  refers  to  the  proposal  as  it  exists  just  prior  to  imple- 
mentation. See  analysis  of  alternatives  in  FEIS.) 
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5)   Monitoring  committed  to 


6)   Major  mitigation  measures  committed  to 
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DATE 
MONITORING  UPDATE  SHEET* 
Project  Title:  Timber  Management  on  SYU-13 
1)   Actual  implementation  schedule 


2)   Accuracy  of  major  impact  predictions 


*   All  lists  and  discussion  should  tie  directly  to  the  Intital  Monitoring 
Report. 
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3)   Monitoring  Accomplished 


A)   Major  mitigation  measures  implemented 


5)   Success  of  major  mitigation  measures  (Did  they  do  what  it  was 
predicted  they  would  do?) 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

STATE  OFFICE 
Federal  Office  Building 
2800  Cottage  Way 
Sacramento,  California  95825 


1791/1792 
(C-952) 


APPENDIX  26:  MEMO  ON  WHEN  TO  CHARGE  FOR  COPIES  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENTS 

February  22,  1977 


Instruction  Memorandum  No.  CA-77-44 
Expires:  12-31-77 

To:      All  District  Managers 

From:     State  Director,  California 

Subject:   Sale  Price  of  Environmental  Statements  and  Environmental 
Analysis  Reports 

Section  1792. 74B  of  the  BLM  Manual  provides  the  following  instructions  on 
charging  for  copies  of  environmental  statements: 

A.  Draft  and  final  environmental  statements,  including  required 
attachments,  must  be  made  available  to  the  public  at  no  cost 
until  the  initial  supply  is  exhausted. 

B.  If  an  additional  printing  run  is  made  to  meet  the  demand  for 
copies,  a  sale  price  shall  be  established  based  on  reprinting 
costs,  excluding  edit  and  set-up. 

C.  Xerox  copies  can  be  reproduced  and  sold  in  accordance  with  43 
CFR  2.19.  This  provides  for  a  charge  of  twentyfive  cents  for 
the  first  page  and  five  cents  for  each  page  thereafter. 

Please  adhere  to  this  same  price  schedule  in  furnishing  copies  of  environ- 
mertal  analysis  reports. 


Distribution: 
WO  (412)  -  2 
DSC  (D-531)  -  3 
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APPENDIX  27:  ENVIRONMENTAL  DOCUMENT  REGISTER 


Office 


Document 

Type 

Location 
or  County 

Other  Ref. 

Date 
Completed 

Fi 1 i  ng 
Location 

Pages 

Decision 

Number 

EA 

EIS 

Topic/Subject 

T 

R 

S(s) 

(Serial  #) 

FONSI 

Reject 

tec.    EIS 

CA-4-80-67 

X 

Gravel   Pit/Tram 
Rd. 

18N 

107E 

33/34 

S-1786 

11/10/79 

CF-Case 
#1786 

12 

X 

No 

CA-4-80-68 

X 

Mine  Permit 

37N 

60E 

12/13 

11/11/79 

CF-1791 

27 

X 

No 

CA-4-80-69 

X 

Phosphate  Lease 

20N 
19N 
18N 

18E 
18E 
18E 

11/18/79 

46 

X 

CA-4-80-69S  1 

f 

X 

Phosphate  Lease 

20N 
19N 
18N 

18E 
18E 
18E 

2/ 

■ 

i— > 

CO 

EXAMPLE 



1/    To  indicate  an  EIS  which  is  being  prepared  from  an  EA,  add  an  "S"  after  its  number. 

2/     Enter  EIS  Register  number  when  assigned. 

NOI's  to  be  filed  in  the  back  of  the  Register  in  an  identified  Tabbed  Section  -  NOI. 
Decision  Documents  to  be  filed  with  an  EA  or  EIS's. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Library 

Denver  Service  Center 


j\ 


